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ABSTRACT
This study investigated the use o f school-based service delivery models for
students with exceptionalities and the perceptions o f their effectiveness by key
stakeholders: principals and vice-principals, classroom teachers, and special education
teachers. There were 260 participants in this study; 29 administrators, 164 classroom
teachers, and 67 special education teachers. An electronic survey was constructed and
access to this survey was made available to the participants via their work intranet
system. The survey solicited information using both quantitative and qualitative
measures regarding participant demographics, the use o f school-based teams, and
perceptions o f effective special education practices. In addition, two senior
administrators from the school board were interviewed. There were significant
differences between the groups in this study regarding the use o f school-based teams,
collaboration between special educators and classroom teachers, administrative support,
and student success. Trends resulting from this study indicated a need to remove barriers
to successful collaboration, that more human, financial, and material supports be made
available, that greater options for programming and placements for exceptional students
need to be available, that more training for classroom teachers is needed, and that formal
school-based teams need to be implemented more widely to maximize effectiveness of
special education services to students with exceptionalities.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Overview
Prior to 1950, families with children diagnosed with exceptionalities had very few
options for educating their children. Depending on the disability, there may have been a
private specialized school that the child could attend, but most likely the child would stay
home with no support from the government or the community. At that time, children
with exceptionalities were refused entry to the public school system and had no nursery
school, residential support, or respite care (Community Living London, 2003). In the late
1940s, parents in Ontario began to lobby the provincial government for support and the
right to have children with exceptionalities included in the public education system. This
lobbying began the process for change, and over the next 30 years significant changes
were made to include and support children with exceptionalities in public schools in the
province o f Ontario.
In 1980, groundbreaking legislation that became known as Bill 82 was enshrined
in the Ontario Education Act. Although many students with exceptionalities were being
served in Ontario schools, many were not, and this legislation made school boards
responsible for providing programs and services to students with special needs (Ontario
Ministry o f Education, 2004). These students could be placed in a general education
classroom, or in a special education setting either within the child’s neighborhood school,
another school within the board, or in a provincial school. Whatever the placement,
students with exceptionalities were entitled to an education in the province o f Ontario.
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Since then, many modifications to the legislation have been made to help provide
the best possible service to students with exceptionalities. Following the passage o f Bill
82 in December 1980, several regulations detailing how school boards should implement
the changes were enacted. The primary regulation, Regulation 544 o f the Education Act
stipulated the requirement o f the Identification, Placement and Review Committee
(IPRC), which formally identified students as having an exceptionality, so that they could
receive special services and support (Bennett, Dworet & Daigel, 2001). In 1993,
Regulation 544 was changed to Regulation 305, and subsequently changed to Regulation
181/98, the current regulation. Regulation 181/98 has included many changes such as the
right o f students to participate in the IPRC process, parent-chosen representation on the
appellant board, and requirement o f the formulation o f an Individualized Education Plan
(IEP) for each identified student. Among other things, the regulation mandates that the
IEP identify academic and social goals for a given student, and indicate how the
designated goals should be carried out.
Along with these changes to the Education Act, many teachers had to develop
new skills to teach children with exceptionalities. Administrators and school boards had
to make special provisions for the large number o f students whose educational needs
never needed to be met by the public school system before. The face o f the educational
system also changed, with the need to include health care professionals, psycho-social
service professionals, paraprofessionals and special education teachers as important
service providers in the system (Ontario Ministry o f Education, 2004). However, how
the best services will be provided to students with exceptionalities is still the most
pressing question being asked. Factors such as attitudes towards inclusion, perceptions of

2
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service efficacy, philosophy o f education, and the nature and severity o f a child’s
disability have raised many questions concerning how best to optimize service delivery to
students with exceptionalities.
According to the Ministry o f Education’s Education Act on Special Education
(2004), a team approach to special education service delivery is most desirable. Frequent
interaction and communication should take place among all the individuals involved in
planning and serving students with exceptionalities. Coordination o f these efforts is the
responsibility o f the school principal, and this role is critical. The Ministry o f Education
clearly states that the principal, the classroom teacher, the special education teacher,
support personnel, and the parents should be working as a team to interpret findings and
make decisions regarding a student’s program and placement needs. However, there are
no real guidelines on how this should be carried out in the school setting. It is left up to
the individual principal o f each school to come up with a service delivery model and
schedule for collaboration that works best for the needs of the school even if a systemwide structure is in place. Therefore, the model o f service delivery differs significantly
across the province ranging from formal school-based special education teams where
professionals and parents meet regularly and under structured circumstances to develop
and implement programming for students with exceptionalities, to individual teachers
serving students with exceptionalities independent o f collaboration and teaming.
This study looks at the various types o f school-based service delivery models for
students with exceptionalities within a fully inclusive school board where students with
exceptionalities are placed in the general classroom to receive an education. The Ontario
Ministry o f Education has indicated that the concept of teaming is very important. This
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research investigated the various models o f service delivery and effectiveness o f the
services offered to students with exceptionalities as perceived by the key school-based
stakeholders: the principal and/or the vice-principal, the special education teacher and the
general education teacher. This research lends itself to a view to optimizing how services
could be better provided to students with exceptionalities in a fully inclusive school. It is
important to note that parents are an important part o f the school-based stakeholder group
therefore they are discussed in the literature review. However, for feasibility purposes,
the parents’ perspective is not examined in the current study.
Definition o f Terms
Following, is a definition o f the key terms that will be used in the study.
Perceived Effectiveness: Perceived effectiveness will be measured by the level o f
satisfaction o f key stakeholders with a given model o f service delivery to students
requiring special education services.
Special Education Services: Special education services are defined in the
education act as facilities and resources, including support personnel and equipment,
necessary for developing and implementing a special education program.
Model o f Service Delivery: Model o f service delivery is defined as the way in
which facilities and resources including support personnel and equipment are used to
develop and implement a special education program. For the purpose o f this study, the
presence or lack o f school-based teams will be regarded as the models for service
delivery.
School-Based Special Education Team: A school-based special education team
consists o f various school stakeholders who collaborate with each other to develop and

4
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implement programming for students with special needs within that particular school
environment.
Full Inclusion: Full inclusion is defined as students with disabilities (physical,
intellectual, behavioral, learning, communication, autism) who are being educated with
their age appropriate peers in the public school system in a general grade level classroom
placement.

5
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Review o f the Literature
To provide a context for the given study, this chapter begins with a discussion of
the concept o f inclusion, its definition, and how the understanding o f the concept has
changed over time. It continues with a discussion o f school-based teams, the roles of
team members and successful uses o f school-based teams. Next, the concept o f schoolbased teams, collaboration, and special education services are considered from the
perspective o f each stakeholder: the principal, the classroom teacher, the special
education teacher, and the parent. Finally, a Canadian perspective o f special education
services is provided along with a description o f the present study.
The Concept o f Inclusion
The inclusion movement has been gaining momentum over the last 30 years in
Canadian education, and it has been at the centre o f the special education reform
controversy (Bateman & Bateman, 2002; Fuchs &Fuchs, 1993; Lindsay, 2003; Reganick,
1993; Rudd, 2002; Verstegen & Martin, 1995). The following provides a brief
description of the development o f the inclusion philosophy and what it means for Ontario
schools.
In Canada, legislation regarding special education has tended to follow the
American model. Canadian programs, legislation and special education models have
been influenced by the events, philosophies and pedagogy o f the United States, thus
allowing Canadians the ability to measure the progress o f their special education
programs to ultimately develop a system unique to Canada. The major piece o f American
legislation that had a profound influence on the development of the Canadian legislation,
Bill 82, was Public Law 94-142. This American law was enacted in 1975 as a result of

6
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the civil rights movement, efficacy studies in special education, parent activism, and
reports that millions o f children with disabilities were not being adequately served. This
Act legitimized the notion o f placing students with exceptionalities in public schools and
in the regular classrooms. It also led to the concept o f individualized instruction now
called the Individual Education Plan (IEP) and the notion that children with special needs
had to be instructed in the least restrictive environment. Although this was ground
breaking legislation in the United States, there was a major area o f difficulty concerning
the term “Least Restrictive Environment”. Oftentimes, professionals and parents did not
agree on the meaning o f this term which resulted in disagreements regarding the best
learning environment for students with disabilities (Winzer, 1999).
Many amendments were made to PL 94-142. The major amendment was made in
1990 with the implementation o f the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).
IDEA retained all the basic provisions o f PL 94-142, but expanded to include thirteen
types o f disabilities including autism and traumatic brain injuries as categories. Although
the term “inclusion” is not used in American legislation, IDEA stipulates that students
with disabilities be provided free, appropriate public education in the least restrictive
environment. Students can be placed in special classes only when the use o f educational
assistants and services in the general education setting has failed to adequately meet the
needs of students (Winzer, 1999).
The philosophy o f inclusion in Ontario is based around the idea that students with
exceptionalities are active participants in Ontario’s publicly funded education system and
that these students should participate to the fullest possible extent within the general
classroom setting with age-appropriate peers and with required support. According to the

7
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Ontario Human Rights Commission (OHRC) (2004), education providers must make
efforts to build or adapt educational services to accommodate students with disabilities in
a way that promotes their inclusion and full participation. The OHRC states that
preventing and removing barriers means all students should be able to access their
environment and face the same duties and requirements with dignity and without
impediment. However, it has taken the educational system a long time to meet this
standard and this standard is still a source o f controversy in education today as barriers to
accessible education continue to exist.
One o f the main barriers to accessible education is the definition o f inclusion
itself. Traditionally, North American society has not shown a high tolerance for people
with exceptionalities. In the past individuals were stigmatized and stereotyped by
prevailing attitudes towards their disabilities. Special education was a service delivery
system that adhered to existing social attitudes towards deviance. Recent decades have
observed significant increases in public awareness and understanding o f people with
exceptionalities. In the 1960s efforts to provide more normalized surroundings,
opportunities and programs stemmed from programs undertaken in the Scandinavian
countries, specifically the ideas o f normalization and deinstitutionalization. The concepts
o f normalization and deinstitutionalization in North America have evolved greatly since
this time (Winzer, 1999).
Beginning in the 1950s and 1960s, mainstreaming was the common term used to
refer to the education o f children with exceptionalities in the classroom. Integration was
often used as a synonym for mainstreaming which emerged in special education in the
1970s. The basic goal o f mainstreaming was to provide free, appropriate education in the

8
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most suitable environment for all students with exceptionalities. Mainstreaming, at this
time, meant integrating children with exceptionalities with their non-disabled peers
within the context o f their regular neighborhood school. Two major characteristics
defined mainstreaming: 1) it only applied to children with mild disabilities; and 2) only
identified students were able to move from special classes into a general education
setting. This method was criticized in the early 1980s because only a small number o f
students were mainstreamed, special classes were ineffective and the goals o f the
Individual Education Plan (IEP) were not being met. The solution was the Regular
Education Initiative (REI) proposed by Madeline Will in 1986. This was basically a
restructuring o f the mainstreaming process. The philosophy o f the REI was to merge
general and special education resources, to integrate students with low-incidence and
severe disabilities into the general classroom setting, and to place primary responsibility
with the general educator (Winzer, 1999).
In the late 1980s, the term inclusion emerged (Winzer, 1999). This called for the
joining o f effective practices from special, compensatory, and general education to
establish an educational system that was more inclusive with better services for all
students, particularly for those with special needs. Inclusion was different from
mainstreaming in that all children would be based in general education classrooms
regardless of whether or not a disability was present, or the severity o f the disability.
Finally in the 1990s, the term fu ll inclusion emerged. Full inclusion meant the education
of all students with identified disabilities in the schools and classrooms they would attend
if they were not disabled via collaboration between the general and special educators to
bring support and services to the student. Proponents of full inclusion insisted that the

9
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general classroom was the most appropriate placement for every child, regardless of
degree and/or type o f disability and that the general education teacher, with support and
collaboration, could teach all children. Nevertheless, the concept o f inclusion meant
different things to different people who wanted different things from it. There is a
general perception that inclusion is the universally accepted movement in special
education. However, this is simply not true. At the moment, inclusion is something that
is evolving and changing. The manner in which inclusion o f students with
exceptionalities can be most effectively attained has still not been worked out in practice
(Winzer, 1999).
The term inclusion is one o f controversy. The special education legislation, both
American and Canadian, appear to require that schools make a significant effort to find
an inclusive solution for a child. However, it is not clear how far schools have to go
(Rogers, 1993). The lack o f a clear definition o f inclusion indicates that schools and
school administration may be applying basic additive changes to accommodate a child as
opposed to making systematic changes necessary to be successful inclusive communities
(Barnett & Monda-Amaya, 1998). For some schools, inclusion may be that a child with
disabilities is included in the general education classroom and receives support outside of
the classroom for parts of the day. Other schools may have separate classrooms for
students with special needs within the context o f a community school. Yet other schools
may have children with disabilities in the general education classroom with supports
coming to the general classroom to help the child. The types o f services provided in a
school are determined by school administration on an individual basis and are based on
that school’s perception o f what inclusion is. Additionally, some researchers have

10
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indicated that the learning environment in which administrators place students with
special needs (i.e. congregated classroom, resource room, general classroom) is directly
related to their attitudes towards inclusion (Daane, Beirne-Smith, & Latham, 2000;
Praisner, 2003). With a lack o f a clear definition o f inclusion and a variety o f perceptions
of school administration about how students with exceptionalities should be taught in
schools, it is easy to see why the inclusion o f students with special needs is a contentious
issue in both Canada and the United States.
In the United States, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
recognizes the need to include students with disabilities in the general classroom. The Act
states that to the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities are to be
educated with children who are not disabled, and that special classes, separate schooling
or the removal o f children with disabilities from the general education environment can
only occur when the severity o f a disability is such that services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily in a general classroom (Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2004). The
OHRC (2004) notes that the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) also recognizes that inclusion is essential to ensure that students
with disabilities have equal opportunities in school. UNESCO states that inclusion is
about improving schooling as it lays the foundation for an approach that could lead to the
transformation o f the system itself.
Full inclusion in Ontario’s schools is not automatic. The OHRC (2004) provides
that before considering placing a student in a self-contained or specialized classroom,
educational providers must first consider inclusion in the general classroom. In most
cases, appropriate accommodation will be in the general classroom with supports.

11
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Ultimately, however, appropriate placement will be decided on an individual basis. This
decision has been upheld by the Supreme Court o f Canada in the Eaton decision where,
although the Court agreed that accommodation in the general classroom can be the most
appropriate placement, depending on the severity o f the disability, this placement may
not be the most viable option (Dworet & Bennett, 2002). The following section provides
a review o f the literature on special education teams and collaboration, the advantages
and disadvantages o f teams, and various stakeholder perspectives on the teaming process.
Special Education Teams
To provide a context for the current study, the history o f school-based teams, a
description o f the teaming concept, and the importance teaming plays in the development
and implementation o f a special education program for students in a fully inclusive
school are presented. The effectiveness o f service delivery may be influenced by how
well stakeholders are able to collaborate with each other. The advantages and
disadvantages o f teaming and collaboration are presented to demonstrate the complexity
o f the collaboration process. Finally, suggestions are made on how to optimize
collaborative efforts among stakeholders to achieve stakeholder satisfaction and
successful service delivery to students.
A series o f changes in service delivery to students with exceptionalities started
with the addition o f Bill 82 to the Education Act o f Ontario in 1980. Since then many of
the provisions have been changed or removed by subsequent amendments. Schools now
have a responsibility to provide students with learning experiences that will prepare them
for effective participation in the community. To ensure this, schools should endeavor to
provide programs aimed at the skills and strategies required for student success. To

12
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achieve these goals, school-based team meetings with all relevant stakeholders are
recommended (Ontario Ministry o f Education, 2002).
The Ministry o f Education (MOE) suggests that in-school teams consisting o f
parents, the special education teacher, the classroom teacher and the principal be used as
the vehicle to provide school-based services and to develop the IEP for identified
students (Ontario Ministry o f Education, 2002). Regular communication among parents,
teachers and other professionals is crucial throughout the development, implementation,
and evaluation phases o f program development and service delivery (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2002). By encouraging creativity, cooperation and flexibility, the principal
can ensure that everyone is working to design, implement, and evaluate the most
appropriate educational plan. Despite the Ministry’s suggestion, the use o f in-school
teams is being implemented in a rather haphazard fashion in Ontario schools with some
schools having formal teams, and some having informal teams, while in other school
boards, the classroom teacher or special education teacher works on his or her own.
Inevitably the method used has an impact on service delivery to students with
exceptionalities (Weber & Bennett, 1999). Although coordination o f the in-school team
is the responsibility o f the principal, (as envisioned by the Ministry) no provision or
guidance has been made by the MOE as to how this should be practically carried out in
the school setting.
The concept o f the school team can be best described as a support or assistance
team made up o f staff members whose purpose is to consult with individual teachers who
need assistance with a student perceived to have special needs (Weber & Bennett, 1999).
This team is used as the vehicle to support special education and help it to function more
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effectively. It is to this team that teachers and parents first bring forth their concerns
about the needs o f a student, without necessarily bringing special education procedures
into play. This process aids in determining special education priorities within a given
school, it keeps students in the mainstream, and it offers a pre-referral process that will
help determine the best course o f action to take regarding the needs o f the individual.
A multi-disciplinary team may be necessary to assist in creating appropriate
programs for students with more extreme special needs. A multi-disciplinary team is
defined as a team consisting of the school-based team members as well as professionals
from areas outside of education itself (e.g., speech and language pathologist,
physiotherapist, occupational therapist, or heath care practitioner; Weber & Bennett,
1999). This team may only come together occasionally, usually when the student’s
placement and programming are being established. The ongoing service delivery to that
child then reverts back to the school-based special education team. Weber and Bennett
(1999), have identified difficulties with the multi-disciplinary approach including
disagreements among the members over the priority o f meeting various student needs, the
time required to meet and collaborate, the cost involved in engaging these professionals
for collaboration, and the legal ramifications o f service delivery to students with high
needs in a general education setting.
In a review o f the literature, Gable and Manning (1999) studied the make-up o f
multi-disciplinary school teams who faced the challenge of developing differentiated
instruction for a heterogeneous population o f students and found that the make up o f the
team varied from school to school, a finding echoed by Whitten and Dieker (1993). Gable
and Manning found that the members’ roles on the team varied as a function o f their
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expertise in a given field (i.e. physiotherapy, occupational therapy, psychology) and
sometimes students themselves were able to participate on the teams. The success o f the
team depended on the team ’s ability to come together, reconcile differences and establish
a pattern for interaction. Based on their review o f the literature on effective collaborative
practices, Gable and Manning proposed a ten-step problem solving process, that they
found to be effective for collaboration at every team meeting: 1) state the purpose o f the
meeting; 2) assign team members their roles; 3) give statement o f procedures; 4) discuss
subject matter; 5) reach a consensus on priorities; 6) generate a list o f solutions; 7) make
a plan o f action; 8) establish a method o f progress evaluation; 9) establish follow-up
procedures; 10) conduct an evaluation o f the members o f the team to determine their
level o f satisfaction. According to Gable and Manning the process should take no longer
than 30 minutes per child. The researchers pointed out that this problem-solving process
may vary if a team serves a particularly large teacher-student population or if the
problems that students face are outside o f the realm of general curriculum issues.
Nevertheless, Gable and Manning concluded that the emergence o f teacher collaboration
as a way to address diverse learner needs necessitates that school personnel acquire new
skills. Initially it may begin as an add-on responsibility as new skills are learned.
However, the researchers believed that teacher collaboration as a problem-solving
process could benefit all students as educators worked to address differentiated
instructional needs o f students.
The Role o f the Team and its Members. The role o f the special education team
varies from school to school depending on the needs found within. Some schools have
teams that meet on a regular basis; others only meet when a certain number o f students
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have been referred and need to be discussed; and still other schools have no teams at all
(Weber & Bennett, 1999). Some teams can often help teachers with ideas for students
experiencing mild difficulties but not identified as exceptional, while other teams only
meet to discuss students who have been formally identified by the IPRC. The team ’s
style can also vary from being a very informal organization to a highly bureaucratic
organization, all depending on the needs o f the school and also the principal in charge.
Many schools have team practices that fall somewhere in the middle.
Participation o f the members o f a school-based team can again be varied
depending on the needs of the school. Generally speaking, the core team usually consists
o f the student, family members, teachers (both general and special), and the school
principal (Rainforth, Barr & Macdonald, 1992). Support team members (the multi
disciplinary team) are the secondary members and may include vision specialists,
psychologists, social workers, audiologists, nurses and dieticians who provide assistance
to the core team on a more itinerant basis. Core team members need frequent access to
each other for decision-making, problem solving and for support. Members o f both the
core team and the support team need flexible schedules to allow for consultation and
formal involvement in team meetings. It is important to note that the members o f the
team may change as the needs o f the student changes. The core team is instrumental in
determining the changing needs o f a student and bringing on board appropriate personnel
for collaboration and interventions.
Collaboration is a process in which each team member has a role. Weber and
Bennett (1999) delineate the roles o f team members more specifically. The authors state
that the principal or designate is usually the head o f the team. The special education
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teacher is responsible for scheduling meetings, chairing and making records o f the
meetings. The special education teacher usually plays a direct role in the implementation
o f programming needs, program modifications, acquisition o f resources, arranging
support personnel, working directly with the student and providing support for the
classroom teacher. The classroom teacher is responsible for attending the team meetings,
helping to generate solutions for student difficulties, providing information about
curriculum, and implementing the agreed upon solutions. The educational assistant (EA)
is an ad hoc member o f the team who participates in team meetings offering insights
about a particular student and their needs. The EA, under the direction o f the classroom
teacher, is responsible for some instruction and assistance in the classroom setting.
Weber and Bennett also point out the importance o f support personnel such as the
psychologist, speech and language pathologist, occupational therapist and others who are
called into team meetings depending on the needs o f a given student. The specialists are
involved in an itinerant way, being called upon to deliver their job-specific advice as it
related to a particular need o f a student.
Finally, parents are considered an essential part o f the school team (Weber &
Bennett, 1999). They are responsible for attending meetings (where possible) and
helping professionals to determine the best course o f action, aid in problem solving, and
helping to determine the feasibility o f proposed interventions. Weber and Bennett (1999)
believe that parents have a unique perspective o f their child, their child’s abilities, and
they have a vision o f what they want for their child. This perspective is important to
educational professionals if professionals are to ensure the eventual successful
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participation o f students with exceptionalities in the community as suggested by the
MOE.
Advantages and Disadvantages o f School-Based Teams. The concept of
collaboration and teaming in special education has been found to have both advantages
and disadvantages for the key stakeholders in special education. As noted previously,
teams and team members can vary from school to school and from one situation to the
next. The members o f the team all come together with their own views, philosophies o f
education and service delivery, and personal experience and expertise that can both help
and hinder the process of effective teaming. The following presents findings on the use
o f school teams and their advantages and disadvantages in the school setting.
Whitten and Dieker (1993) examined the teaming process schools used to support
the classroom teacher in meeting the needs o f elementary students identified as being atrisk. The study also explored the organizational structure of the team and the effect it has
on the efficiency o f the team, as well as the most widely used and effective teaching
strategies. The researchers developed a 25 item questionnaire that was comprised o f six
parts including: 1) school and team demographics; 2) team logistics; 3) team process; 4)
team management; 5) team strategies; and 6) team recommendations. O f 500 schools
randomly selected in the State o f Illinois, principals o f 117 having school-based teams
agreed to complete surveys regarding their schools’ teaming practices.
The researchers found that in the schools with teams, the teams were generally
made up o f five members (e.g., principal, special education teacher, speech and language
pathologist, social worker, and the classroom teacher), and the team usually met weekly,
before or after school. Whitten and Dieker (1993) found that the composition o f the
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teams varied depending on the needs o f the teachers and the students in a given school.
They also found that there were difficulties in trying to coordinate schedules to allow the
members o f the team time to meet. In addition, the team was unsure o f their roles within
the team, which often led to more conflict instead o f working towards resolutions o f
student issues. It is important to note that this study was conducted in only one American
State using a self-reporting technique. This limits the ability to generalize and may
provide information that misrepresents various aspects o f the team. However, the
researchers’ findings did indicate that ultimately in the schools with teams, the teachers
felt they were well supported by the team but there was an expressed need for in-service
on how to effectively collaborate to maximize support and outcomes.
Patriarca and Lamb (1994) designed and implemented a collaborative model of
teaching that involved general and special education teachers, M aster’s degree candidates
in special education and university personnel. The model was based on surveys already
conducted by other researchers who underscored the point that students could achieve in
the general education setting with more appropriate curricula in the content areas o f
social studies and mathematics. The collaborative model was implemented during a four
week summer school program that targeted conceptual understanding, practical
application o f concepts, collaboration with peers, and daily assessment o f work in the
areas o f math and social studies for students diagnosed as being mildly handicapped or
at-risk. During this four week period, all o f the participants taught and observed the
summer school students. They rotated roles as team teachers or observers and then met at
the end o f each day to collaborate, discuss observations, and fine tune components o f the
model to meet the needs o f the students. The model was designed with four basic
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principles in mind: 1) The graduate students and school personnel targeted application o f
concepts, collaboration with peers, and daily assessment of work; 2) Lessons were to be
delivered by the participants in 90 minute blocks, divided into large and small group
instructional segments; 3) After the daily lessons, participants would meet for one-hour
instructional debriefing and collaborative planning session; 4) A verbal, collected
opportunity for reflection was provided and the graduate students were asked to reflect
more formally through the use o f a journal.
At the end of the four week summer school program, the researchers surveyed the
participants in this study. The participants were to determine whether or not a
collaborative special education model would enhance student learning and show promise
for initiating partnerships between special education teachers and general education
teachers during the regular school year. The results o f the study showed that the special
education teachers’ lack o f knowledge and experience in large group instruction placed
them at a disadvantage in partnership situations. The researchers also found that
collaboration was a very time consuming proposition and teachers rarely had regularly
scheduled common planning time, particularly within the context of the regular school
year. However, during this study collaboration did result in significant achievement in
math and social studies for the students with special needs, and the researchers reported
that students had a more positive attitude toward the implemented changes to the learning
process. Patriarca and Lamb (1994) found that teachers could make positive and
dramatic changes in their teaching when collaboration and reflection were the norm and
when they were afforded the time and support to collaborate.
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The goal o f having effective special education teams can be realized, but there are
challenges that need to be recognized. Through a review of the literature on effective
collaboration and teaming, Lytle and Bordin (2001) studied the challenges that face
special education teams. The researchers also discussed practical strategies to help
parents and professionals become a more inclusive part of the IEP to create more
effective and cohesive teams. Lytle and Bordin first identified the challenges to teaming
which included finding time to meet, coordinating schedules, parents being frustrated by
not knowing school/legal procedures and polices, lack o f understanding terminology and
jargon, and the teachers’ frustration with parents’ inability to understand the limitations
o f a teacher. Lytle and Bordin found that members o f effective teams have identifiable
roles, positive social support within the team, and work closely all year as opposed to just
at IEP meetings. They also found that a commitment to a common purpose, fairness and
effective communication were essential to having an effective team.
Myers and Kline (2002) reported similar comments when they studied the use of
teams at the secondary level. In an American mid-western state, the researchers
interviewed secondary educators who had Intervention Assistance Teams (IAT) in their
schools (administrators, school counselors, school psychologists, and teachers) and
conducted a literature review to identify problems and successful practices o f
Intervention Assistance Teams. It is important to note that Myers and Kline did not
indicate their sample size, their interview methods, or how they analyzed their data. The
IAT was a school-based problem solving unit formed to assist teachers in generating
classroom intervention strategies for students who are difficult to teach or those with
special needs. The IAT meetings allowed educators to engage in a collaborative,
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problem-solving process to resolve student problems indirectly, through teacher
consultation with a team. Meyers and Kline based their findings on the interviews with
the secondary educators along with the use o f supporting data from a review o f literature
on the use o f the IAT both in elementary and secondary schools.
Myers and Kline (2002) found that teachers felt that decision-making regarding
individual student needs became easier and more efficient over time and that teaming
offered support to teachers thus increasing a teacher’s competency. However, the
barriers to successful teaming identified in this study were quite pronounced. The school
structure, the paperwork and loss o f time, the lack o f understanding o f teaming, the
concern for fairness and maintenance o f standards, and the differences in educational
value systems o f the individual team members all stood in the way o f effective teaming.
Teaming at the secondary level seemed to be not as effective compared to the elementary
sector because there was always a great concern regarding appropriate academic
achievement required to gain success and autonomy after high school.
Achinstein (2002) studied two schools in San Francisco that were engaged in
collaborative reform initiatives. The study explored how each school approached conflict
between teachers and what outcomes resulted. A case study approach was used
employing ethnographic techniques to emphasize richly contextualized data to get at
hidden processes. Both qualitative and quantitative methods were used to collect the data
from fifty teachers. Data were collected through four primary means: ongoing interviews
with approximately 50 teachers and administrators; observations o f formal and informal
meetings and interactions; document analysis of current and archival documents; and a
teacher survey. The tape-recorded and semi-structured interviews included questions
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about the nature o f the teacher community, how teachers defined the community, how the
community dealt with conflicts and their responses to current conflicts in the community.
The researcher-constructed survey was distributed to the whole teaching staff at each
school and it addressed conflict within teacher communities and teachers’ work culture.
The purpose o f the study was to discover how teachers either suppress or embrace
differences o f opinion, pedagogy and educational philosophy and engage in conflict
during times o f team collaboration to create change in a context for learning.
The researcher found that to engage in conflict, question one’s beliefs, deliberate
about ideologies, and to have disagreements were positive acts that could be fruitful in
determining the boundaries o f the collaborative team. It could lead to growth and reform.
Achinstein (2002) found that opportunities for organizational learning could not occur
without micropolitics. Micropolitics was described by the researcher as the political
activity o f teachers as they negotiate differences among colleagues, define which ideas
and members belong to their community, and make meaning o f their shared framework
o f values in relation to their school context. However, the theory o f conflict to create
change has to be balanced with that o f a caring and nurturing group dynamic. The
researcher noted that operating solely out o f the concept of conflict to create change has
many pitfalls such as repeated conflicts, unresolved issues, frustration and burnout which
can eventually serve to fracture a team as opposed to leading the team to growth.
Ultimately, Achinstein found that there has to be a balance but that micropolitics o f a
given professional community are an essential part o f team collaboration if true growth
and change is to take place.
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The academic and social growth o f students with special needs is at the heart o f
collaborative efforts between the general and special educator. Rea, McLaughlin and
Walther-Thomas (2002), compared the performance o f 58, eighth grade middle school
students with a learning disability (LD) who were served in an inclusive environment, to
students who were served in pull-out special education programs. The goal was to
determine the extent to which team-teaching, co-planning, and collaboration between the
general and special educator had an effect on the students’ academic and behavioral
success. Both groups o f students continued to receive support from special educators.
However, general and special educators who served students in the inclusive environment
worked together, collaborated and planned student activities while educators who had
students participating in the pull-out program did not collaborate with the special
educator as the special educator took care o f the academic planning for those students.
The students in both settings were compared on academic achievement, daily school
attendance, and disciplinary infractions. The data were gathered through the use o f
archival quantitative and qualitative data between the years of 1994 to 1996 from two
schools in a suburban school district in the American southeast. Students in the inclusive
setting were taught by their classroom teacher for four periods per day using their elective
period to seek additional assistance from the special education teacher. Students in the
pull-out program were instructed by the special education teacher in a small group setting
outside o f the classroom. Classroom teachers in the inclusive setting taught the students
with learning disabilities with only minimal assistance provided by paraprofessionals.
However, these teachers were given an additional period each day where they were to
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collaborate with the special education teachers on how best to help these students. This
period was not given to teachers with students in the pull-out program.
The results o f this investigation showed that students served in an inclusive
classroom where collaborative practices were used (co-planning, co-teaching,
information sharing) earned significantly higher grades in all four academic areas (Math,
Science, Language Arts, and Social Studies). There was no statistical difference shown
in reading, math and writing on state proficiency exams. Students in inclusive
classrooms attended school significantly more than did students in the pull-out programs.
A smaller number o f suspensions were noted in inclusive classrooms than in schools with
pull-out programs and it was also noted that full-time general education placements did
not result in greater acting-out behavior.
The researchers found that with adequate adaptations, individualized programs,
and sufficient supports, students with disabilities could achieve academic and social
successes in general education classrooms. Collaborative structures such as co-teaching
and weekly teaming facilitated shared responsibility for student performance.
Interdisciplinary teams at the school level developed IEPs more directly focused on
student mastery o f the standard curriculum. Rea et al. (2002) also found that principals
and teachers needed to work together to develop a system that facilitates collaboration. A
concern with this study was that it was conducted in one small, suburban, school district
where two distinctively different service delivery models were in place. Replication of
this study in a variety o f settings, at different grade levels and with students with different
disabilities may add further support to the current findings. However, the results from this
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study suggest that with individualized programs, support, and collaboration, students with
disabilities can achieve success in general education classrooms.
Making collaboration and teaming work effectively requires system-level support
and classroom-level strategies. Villa and Thousand (2003) conducted a review o f the
American and Canadian studies on effective inclusive schooling practices in the past
decade and interviewed 20 nationally recognized leaders in the special education field
who regularly provide training in inclusive school practices. Villa and Thousand asserted
that the successful promotion and implementation o f students with exceptionalities in the
general education classroom required the following five system-level practices:
connection with other organizational best practices, visionary leadership and
administrative support, redefined roles and relationships among adults and students,
collaboration, and additional adult support when needed. Additionally, they learned that
the degree o f administrative support and vision was the most powerful predictor o f
general educators’ attitudes toward inclusion. Administrators could provide this by way
o f personal and emotional support, informational support, instrumental support, and
appraisal. The authors also reported that collaboration was the key variable in the
successful implementation of inclusion education. Creating teams, scheduling time for
teachers and special educators to work together, and collaborating with parents were all
dimensions reported as crucial to successful collaboration.
In sum, school-based teaming can have both advantages and disadvantages. To
its advantage, teaming can bring about greater success both academically and socially for
students. Teaming can offer support for staff and parents and generate more solutions
that could benefit a student with special needs. To its disadvantage, teaming can be very
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time-consuming and frustrating for the members that come to collaborate with very
different viewpoints and ideologies. The following section presents characteristics
common to successful teaming.
Successful Teaming. Children do not exist in a vacuum. If schools expect
children to do well, they must act in ways that also promote the well-being o f families
(Rainforth, et al. 1992). The success o f the team approach comes from recognizing and
building on the members’ strengths and abilities to promote and enhance a child’s
success. Schools need to view their boundaries broadly as encompassing home, school,
and community environments. A family-centered approach to working with students is
preferred. Professionals have to have the professional training, knowledge and skills in
addition to personal characteristics such as active listening, empathy, warmth and
compassion. These traits, in combination with shared decision-making and participatory
involvement among all members, promote the behaviors that result in maximized positive
outcomes for the school, the family and the student (Rainforth et al. 1992).
Teaming requires a more formal process for collaboration among parents and
professionals as opposed to the more informal transactions that can take place between
staff members in the school. Common characteristics among teams that collaborate
successfully do exist. Weber and Bennett (1999) believe that effective teaming requires a
clarification o f the problem, formulation o f a plan, initiation o f the plan, the ability to
assess the success o f the plan and revise it as necessary. In order for this to work
successfully, the authors state that the members o f the team have to share a common
focus for the team meeting. The members have to possess the characteristics o f a shared
responsibility, accountability and a sense o f volunteerism. From a practical standpoint,
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the authors report that to be successful in teaming, administrative support, time limits,
agendas, manageable group size, prior knowledge o f a situation and a sense o f shared
accountability and responsibility are required. All o f these items: the problem-solving
technique, the personal characteristics, and the practical component to collaboration must
be intact to ensure successful collaboration.
Blue-Banning, Summers, Frankland, Nelson, and Beegle (2004) researched the
concept o f positive partnerships and how the concepts o f these positive partnerships
could be measured. The researchers recruited 34 focus groups made up o f families of
children with and without disabilities, service providers and administrators from three
American states: Kansas, North Carolina, and Louisiana. Thirty-two individual
interviews were conducted with non-English speaking parents and service providers. The
objective o f the focus groups and the interviews was to identify the components of
positive partnerships. The focus groups were conducted in a meeting style, each lasting
approximately two hours. Two researchers conducted each focus group, with the lead
researcher facilitating the discussion. All interviews and focus groups were transcribed
verbatim. The information was coded and analyzed resulting in a total o f 39 categories
and six broad themes. The intent o f this study was to give “voice” to the experiences of
professionals and parents in the collaboration process and to provide a context for
understanding the indicators o f professional behaviors associated with collaborative
partnerships. The intent was not to infer or generalize to a larger population. This study
provides a “grounded theory” foundation for the development o f observable measures
and self-assessment tools for professionals.
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Blue-Banning et al. (2004) concluded that there were six main concepts to
developing quality team relationships: communication that is positive; understandable
and respectful; commitment to the child; equality in decision making; skills for effective
teaming; development o f trust among team members; and the demonstration o f respect
among team members. The results o f this study underscored the point that common
sense and human decency is at the heart o f positive partnerships between parents and
professionals and that when this partnership occurs, the child with a disability is better
served and there is a greater sense o f satisfaction with the services the school is
providing. Also, positive partnerships on the whole do not require a major investment in
new resources for education and other service providers. Great strides towards
improving practice with families can be accomplished through fairly inexpensive means.
Finally, the researchers found that the quality o f the partnerships was a critical element to
the participants’ quality o f life. The participants referred to the stress and exhaustion
experienced by poor working relationships. The researchers concluded that the quality of
these partnerships should be conceptualized as an additional outcome for which programs
should be accountable.
To summarize, successful teaming is possible if a common vision for student
success, accountability, and empathetic collaboration are shared attributes o f the team
members. Although collaborating may come as a somewhat natural occurrence among
school professionals and parents, teaming requires some structure, professional
development, and guidelines that clearly identify roles, responsibilities and desired
outcomes need to be developed. The following section discusses the perspectives o f
collaboration and teaming of school stakeholders: the principals, the teachers (special
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education and general classroom), and the parents, because it is the attitudes and
perceptions o f these individuals that determines the effectiveness o f service delivery to
students with special needs in inclusive settings.
Teaming from the Stakeholders ’ Perspective
The Principals ’ Perspective. Special education today is viewed less as a place,
and more as an integrated system o f academic and social supports designed to help
students with disabilities succeed within the general education setting. In an extensive
review o f literature, DiPaola and Walther-Thomas (2003) examined principals’ roles and
their influence on building level special education services. The researchers reviewed all
articles related to leadership issues and special education published between 1972 and
2001. In addition, the researchers used the Standards for School Leaders framework
(Council o f Chief State School Officers [CCSSO], 1996) to examine current
recommendations for principal development and possible implications for effective
special education administration.
DiPaola and Walther-Thomas (2003) discovered that effective principals
encourage teacher leadership, team learning, flexibility, and collegial self-governance.
They also emphasize innovation, collaboration, and professional growth. These
principals maintain a clear focus on powerful academic outcomes for all learners.
DiPaola and Walther-Thomas stated that principals who focus on instructional issues
demonstrate administrative support for special education and provide high quality
professional development for teacher-enhanced outcomes for students with disabilities.
Thus administrative support affects the extent to which teachers and specialists develop
and implement interventions designed to improve student performance.
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DiPaola and Walther-Thomas (2003) estimated that as many as half o f all new
special education teachers leave the field within the first three years as a result o f poor
administrative support, poor preparation, complex job responsibilities, and overwhelming
paperwork responsibilities. They suggest that most principals lack the course work and
field experience needed to lead local efforts to create learning environments that
emphasize academic success for students with disabilities. Administrators need to
develop a working knowledge o f disabilities and the unique behavior and learning
challenges as well as the law.
DiPaola and Walther-Thomas (2003) concluded that principals hold the key to
school level compliance with special education policies and best practices. They are
responsible for communicating with families and teachers about special education
services, promoting disability awareness, monitoring and evaluating special education
decisions, and services, and ensuring legal compliance. Effective leaders know how to
build positive relationships that increase the social capital o f their schools. DiPaola and
Walther-Thomas state that the balance between instructional leadership and management
responsibilities presents challenges for school administrators. Management tasks
(paperwork, meeting, committees) tend to take priority over instructional tasks.
Principals do not have the time to help teachers to grow and learn together about the
things that most affect their everyday jobs. The researchers concluded that recruitment
and retention of qualified and certified administrators are among the greatest challenges
confronting school systems across the nation.
With regard to the concept o f teaming and inclusionary practice, it is important to
learn the perspective o f the school principal as the leader o f the team. Barnett and
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Monda-Amaya (1998) examined principals’ beliefs about inclusion and their willingness
and ability to lead staff successfully implementing inclusive practices. Surveys were sent
to 115 randomly selected principals across the state o f Illinois designed to elicit
information regarding definitions, leadership styles, and effectiveness and
implementation o f educational practices associated with successful inclusive education.
Sixty-five principals from both elementary and secondary schools participated in this
study. The survey instrument was divided into five sections that addressed the following:
1) the types o f special education programs in the school and the professional background
of the principal; 2) the leadership approach most commonly used by the principal; 3)
principal’s definition o f inclusion and a list all the students to whom they felt their
definition of inclusion would apply; 4) questions addressing the principal’s attitude
towards inclusion using a four-point Likert scale; 5) ranking (using a Likert scale) to
what extent 21 programs, activities and strategies were being implemented in the school
and whether or not the principal found the programs/activities effective. Much o f the
content o f the survey was gleaned from the literature as useful approaches for providing
successful educational opportunities for students with special needs included in the
regular classroom.
The researchers found that principals had a hard time defining what inclusion
was. Out o f 21 descriptors specified in the survey, none emerged as a clear, essential
descriptor. This was significant because the researchers thought that it was important to
have a basic understanding o f what inclusion meant in order to be able to support the in
school team. They also found that principals with fewer years of experience as
administrators and more special education training had more positive attitudes towards
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inclusive practices. These principals felt that inclusion could work but they were not
convinced that all children should be included in general education classes. In the
survey, principals were asked to select from a list o f statements a leadership style that
most closely aligns with their leadership practices in their school. Only 30% o f the
principals selected the leadership statement that most closely resembles that advocated by
proponents o f inclusion, which indicated “visionary leadership” as the m ost desirable
quality.
In addition to the finding indicated above, significant differences were found
between the extent o f use and the perceived effectiveness o f 13 practices used in
delivering special education in schools. The highest ratings o f the 13 practices perceived
to be most effective for successful inclusion were given to heterogeneous/multi-aged
groupings, cooperative learning, and collaboration, yet these practices were not being
used consistently by principals. Principals were believed to be the key figures in
providing appropriate support and education to their teachers. The availability o f that
support directly affected the attitudes o f the teachers. The researchers ultimately
concluded that principals must have the necessary skills and knowledge in special
education in order to offer effective support to teachers. Because the principals lacked a
clear definition o f inclusion, changes to the school, to approaches, to programming and to
services could not be successful. The overwhelming majority o f the principals were not
yet comfortable with the inclusive philosophy, and the principals did not feel that their
teachers and their communities were ready for its implementation. As such,
implementing and supporting school-based special education teams was difficult at best
for some school administrators.
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Barnett and Monda-Amaya (1998) noted some limitations to this study. The first
was the fact that the survey only focused on principals in the state o f Illinois. The
response rate (57%) also presented concerns in terms o f being able to make
generalizations. However, the greatest concern was that the survey was designed to
collect self-reporting data relating to opinions and perceptions. The use o f site visits or
follow-up interviews with parents, teachers, or students would have allowed for
validation o f principals’ responses to provide a much richer database. Additional
research is needed to determine the extent o f use and perceived effectiveness o f special
education practices in different states and by various stakeholders.
In a similar study by Daane et al. (2000), a survey designed by the investigators
after an extensive review o f the literature concerning the Regular Education Initiative,
inclusion, and teacher collaboration was administered to 324 elementary general
education teachers, 42 elementary special education teachers, and 15 administrators.
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 12 o f the participants: four elementary
general education teachers, four elementary special education teachers, and four
administrators to measure the perceptions o f principals, special and general education
teachers as they relate to the collaborative efforts o f inclusion. The study examined one
school district o f approximately 8000 students in the Southeast which had been
implementing inclusion over the preceding two years but which had not provided any inservice on inclusion or collaborative teacher efforts.
All three groups (general and special education teachers and principals) felt that
they were collaborating with each other, but they indicated that they were not
comfortable with the process due to conflict o f personalities, lack o f planning time, and
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limited time in the classroom by the special education teacher. The general and special
education teachers disagreed that the inclusive classroom was the best place for students
with special needs, although the principals felt that the inclusive environment was the
best place for students with exceptionalities. However, the three groups did not feel that
students with exceptionalities could receive effective instruction in the general classroom
due to the increasing workload o f the classroom teacher. The instructional workload was
heavier and that resulted in an increase o f disruptive behavior in the general classroom.
All three groups believed that general education teachers were not prepared to work with
students with exceptionalities, and that students with exceptionalities grew more socially
than academically when the students were placed in a general education classroom. The
researchers concluded that collaboration was possible but that there were a number of
barriers such as workload and lack o f planning time that needed to be addressed in order
for collaboration between principals, general and special educators to be effective. They
also identified the need for on-going professional development with regards to the needs
o f various students with disabilities, curriculum adaptations, and collaborative practices.
Because principals need to have a clearly articulated vision for inclusion in order
for teaming to be effectively implemented, Salisbury and McGregor (2002) conducted a
study to obtain a better understanding o f a school’s context when being led by principals
that had a clearly articulated vision for inclusion. A cross-site case study design was used
to study the administrative and contextual characteristics o f purposively selected
elementary schools: two schools for a relatively poor metropolitan district in Missouri;
two schools from a suburban district in Pennsylvania; and one school from a small rural
district in Maine in which inclusive educational practices were being promoted by
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principals. Each selected school had to meet a priori criteria designed to identify
exemplary schools actively engaged in promoting quality instructional practices and an
inclusive learning environment. The selected schools were chosen because they had at
least one general education school-wide reform initiative ongoing in the school, the
principal was willing to be actively involved as an action research partner for at least two
years, students with significant disabilities were enrolled in the school, the building was
recognized for its exemplary building-based practices as evidenced by its designation as a
Blue Ribbon School by the U.S. Department o f Education, each school was committed to
an inclusive approach to special education delivery and each o f the schools had
participated in some type of externally funded project to support their efforts to adopt
more inclusive schooling practices some time prior to this project.
For this study, the Organizational Climate Questionnaire fo r Elementary Schools
survey by Hoy, Tarter, and Kottkamp (cited in Salisbury, & McGregor, 2002) was
adapted to measure the building-wide administrative and instructional climate. The
Criteria fo r School Restructuring a survey published by Newmann and Whelage (cited in
Salisbury and McGregor, 2002) is a 38-item scale used to evaluate principals’
perceptions of how closely the school reflected features found to be most directly related
to the building-wide capacity to restructure and change to an inclusive learning
environment. These surveys were completed by the principals. In addition, individual,
semi-structured interviews were conducted over three to four month period with each
principal to obtain additional information about the school context.
These multiple sources o f data were gathered to create a comprehensive picture o f
these schools. Surveys, interviews, school restructuring activities, reform initiatives, and
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demographic data were collected to characterize the district, school, and the principal.
Each school was assigned a project staff person who coordinated data collection at the
building level and was on site at least twice monthly for 18 to 24 months. Master level
graduate students were also on-site to help with data collection. The prolonged
involvement o f these staff members in each school enabled them to provide important
insights into the work o f the principal and the meaning o f the data.
The results of the collected information indicated that principals shared common
leadership attributes. They shared the attributes o f collaborative decision-making, and
leading by example. They valued inclusive education, actively promoted learning
communities, and they promoted incremental types o f change. This taught staff how to
better collaborate and work together as a team while documenting their effectiveness with
different types o f evidence. The researchers found that principals can create conditions
for deeper change to occur. What was found to be lacking in principal leadership
approaches were the strategies, such as reflective practices and the participatory approach
found to be most useful for promoting inclusive environments. There also seemed to be a
lack o f understanding of the various requirements that were needed to develop and
support a culture that supports diversity. Salisbury and McGregor found that the concept
o f “Instructional Leadership” was being replaced by “Transformational Leadership”
which was imperative to develop and support an inclusive environment. This type o f
leadership was noted in principals who were risk-takers, accessible, reflective,
collaborative, and those who strived to build relationships with others.
However, the investigation was undertaken to characterize the climate and context
in schools recognized for their exemplary practices and their status as an inclusive
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elementary school. It was not the purpose to directly investigate the administrative
practices o f principals, or to investigate to outcome of their work. Therefore, limitations
regarding the link between actual principal actions and the resulting impact on students
and staff must be noted. The researchers indicated that future research would be
beneficial in the areas of strategies principals use to promote inclusive practices and the
factors required in a school culture to continue the support o f cultural diversity. What
was clear in the study though was that to sustain an inclusive environment where teaming
and collaboration were the norm, there needed to be an embedded value o f diversity,
membership and collaboration in every aspect o f the school’s operation.
Praisner (2003) also set out to study the inclusive school environment, but did so
by looking at the attitudes of elementary school principals. The purpose o f the study was
to measure the relationship between principals’ personal characteristics, training and
experience, their attitudes towards inclusion, the principals’ perceptions o f appropriate
placement and experiences with students with exceptionalities, and school characteristics.
For this study, 408 elementary school principals were randomly selected from the
Commonwealth o f Pennsylvania and were administered the Principals and Inclusion
Survey which was developed by the researcher. O f the 408 selected school principals,
54% responded to the survey. In participating schools, 6%-10% o f the students were
identified as having disabilities and the schools represented varying degrees o f inclusion.
Praisner (2003) found that the behavior and attitudes o f the principal strongly
influenced student placement decisions. Principals with a positive attitude towards the
full inclusion of students with exceptionalities were more likely to favor the general
education classroom for students with special needs. On the whole, Praisner found that
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principals thought inclusion was only appropriate for students with mild disabilities and
for those who did not present with a visible disability. There was no significant
relationship between the attitude o f principals, experience in general or special education
and the placement o f the student. However, positive experiences with students with
exceptionalities led to a more positive attitude towards inclusion. It was the nature o f the
experience and not the length of the experience that made the difference. Praisner noted
that the more positive the experience between the principal and the students with
exceptionalities, the more the general education classroom was chosen as a placement.
Praisner (2003) also found that exposure to special education concepts, credits, in
servicing and training were related to principals’ more positive attitude towards inclusion.
However, topics that addressed actual strategies and processes that support inclusion
(teaming, collaboration, co-teaching, programming alternatives) seemed to be lacking.
Praisner also found that including principals as integral in-school team members enabled
them to develop an understanding for the individual needs of students as well as the skills
necessary to make inclusion work. Finally, Praisner suggested that principals should be
provided with a mentor to assist them with the development and/or the improvement of
inclusive practices such as teaming and collaboration. The researcher felt that it was
important to note that the results o f this study may have been impacted by the inclusion
o f students with severe/profound disabilities and those circumstances and conditions
within a given school varied greatly which ultimately might have an impact on individual
principal’s perception on the effectiveness o f inclusion and collaboration.
In review, principals who had favorable attitudes towards the inclusion o f students
with exceptionalities in the general education setting were more likely to support and
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participate in inclusive practices such as collaboration, in-school teaming and the
development o f best practices in serving students with exceptionalities. It is clear in the
reported studies that more support is needed for principals as much pressure is placed
upon them to be an instructional leader, a transformational leader and a manager o f
administrative tasks. They need to have more concrete examples o f what works best and
learn how effective special education services are best achieved. On-going professional
development is critical. Because this support is lacking, the concept o f time then
becomes the greatest issue and barrier to effective services for students with special
needs.
Educators, both general and special, are also vital members o f the in-school team.
They are instrumental to the success o f students with exceptionalities in the general
education setting. Their attitudes and concerns provide insight into the role these
teachers play in the collaborative process, highlighting both the positive and negative
effects o f the collaborative process in educating students with exceptionalities. As with
the principals, their attitudes towards inclusion are important. If they don’t believe that
students with exceptionalities should even be a part o f the public school setting, then
teaming and collaboration will not likely be a positive experience for them. The
following section examines these teachers’ perspectives.
The Special Educators' Perspective. The role o f a special educator is quite
diverse. In a detailed literature review, Crutchfield (1997) identified the role o f the
educators teaching students with special needs and what their duties actually entailed.
What Crutchfield found was that the role o f the special educator actually falls under three
categories: direct teaching, preparing appropriate reports and other paperwork, and
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collaborating with other professionals and parents. The location in which the special
educator provides services to students with exceptionalities also falls under three
categories: the self-contained room where the teacher is with the same group o f students
with exceptionalities all day with the students having little or no contact with the general
population o f students, the resource room where individuals or small groups receive
instruction for part o f the day in a pull-out program and received the rest o f their
instruction in the general education classroom with their age-appropriate peers, or the
inclusive classroom where students with exceptionalities are educated in the general
classroom setting with support from the special education teacher.
According to Crutchfield (1997), 43% o f students with exceptionalities were
taught in pull-out programs in the United States. Because of the severity o f needs of
some students, approximately 20% o f students received instruction in the self-contained
classroom and 4% received instruction in a special school. The remaining 33% o f
students were being served in the general education classroom with a thrust towards
increasing this percentage by having general education teachers and special education
teachers working together to meet the needs o f students with exceptionalities.
Crutchfield learned that many special education teachers were leaving special education
and teaching altogether because o f the job stress created by excessive paperwork, the lack
o f support from administration and other school faculty, and the overwhelming needs of
students with exceptionalities. It was concluded that the role o f the special education
teacher was both physically and mentally demanding.
Teachers are the front line workers in special education. Their perspective lends
valuable insight into special education practices. Gersten, Gillman, Morvant and
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Billingsley (1995) studied the effectiveness o f special education service delivery by
measuring the satisfaction, retention and attrition rates o f special education teachers. In
an executive summary o f their research, the authors presented an integration o f major
findings on teachers’ perceptions o f their working conditions based on survey and
interview data from special educators in six large urban districts located throughout the
United States. In this study, job design referred to the highly interrelated set of
structures, systems and processes which support or fail to support the accomplishment o f
major work objectives. The special educators identified a number o f difficulties
including: 1) role overload; 2) too many changes taking place at one time; 3)
unreasonable workload; 4) too much paperwork; 5) severe shortages in resources; 6) and
a growing expectation for collaboration. The surveyed special education teachers
reported that they did not see the relationship between the required paperwork and
effective instruction. The special education teachers also reported experiencing
considerable difficulties with some classroom teachers due to their attitudes and apparent
lack of openness towards collaboration and shared responsibility for students with special
needs. This unwillingness to work cooperatively by some classroom teachers resulted in
increased job stress for the special educator.
In their executive summary, Gersten et al. (1995) reported on causes o f attrition in
special education was obtained. The researchers found that inadequate resources, lack o f
relevant information, limited decision-making power, dissonant school culture and role
overload plus the effects on teachers (conflict, stress, weakened effectiveness, lowered
satisfaction) plus teacher withdrawal (job search) were related to attrition. Paperwork
was cited by 25% o f the special educators as the major reason they wanted to leave
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special education. Bureaucratic requirements were cited by 70% o f the special educators
as contributing to most o f their stress. Many special educators felt that the general
educators did not have sufficient training to work with students with exceptionalities and
that there was insufficient time to collaborate with classroom teachers. Special education
teachers felt as though the paperwork came at the expense o f instructional time and was
irrelevant to their instructional work. Finally, special education teachers felt that they
were unable to conduct their work in a way that was consistent with their professional
beliefs and goals. The researchers concluded that poor job design was at the heart o f the
dissatisfaction felt by many special and general educators and as a result o f this poor job
design many special educators wanted to leave the field completely to go to a general
education classroom.
A pivotal issue for keeping special education teachers in special education
concerns building and sustaining collegial support for special educators through a change
in job design (Gersten, Keating, Yovanoff & Harniss, 2001). Gersten et al. (2001)
conducted a survey involving special educators in 3 large urban school districts in the
western part o f the United States. The questionnaire entitled Working in Special
Education published by Morvant, Gersten, Blake, and Howard cited by Gersten et al.
(2001) was distributed to the 887 special educators in the districts with a response rate o f
81%. The researchers conducted a path analysis o f the interrelationship o f those factors
related to job satisfaction, commitment to the profession of special education, and the
intent to stay in the field. The researchers believed that all too often, special educators
are hired and burn out early, thus increasing attrition.
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The researchers concluded that job design modification could mitigate the actual
size o f attrition. Possible job design modifications included ideas such as mentoring,
reward mechanisms, redefined role o f a special educator, professional development,
curriculum development, increased opportunities for the general and special educators to
collaborate, and clerical and technological support for special educators. With these job
modifications, special educators with a passion for teaching students with special needs
may be more likely to stay in the field. The explanatory model developed in this study
was convincing to the researchers since it was replicated in three cities with quite
different students and teacher demographics. These findings should be viewed as part o f
an evolving understanding o f working conditions for special educators based on a
decade’s worth of research.
Many researchers have reported the same sentiments of poor job design as it
relates to paperwork, lack o f support and a lack o f time for effective teaming and
collaboration (Billingsley, Carlson, & Klein, 2004; Gersten, et al., 1995; Giangreco,
2003). Billingsley et al. (2004), studied the working conditions o f early career special
educators, 1153 in all, using data gathered from the Study o f Personnel Needs in Special
Education (SPeNSE). The SPeNSE used computer assisted telephone interviews to
collect data in 2000. The telephone survey was designed to describe the quality o f
personnel serving students with disabilities and the factors associated with workforce
quality. It included telephone interviews with a nationally representative sample o f 358
local administrators and 8061 service providers (elementary and secondary special and
general educators, speech and language pathologists, paraprofessionals). The results
represented only beginning special education teachers (five years or fewer teaching
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experience) and the beginning teachers represented 21% o f all special education teachers
who responded to this study. This study was based on teachers’ perceptions at one point
in time and includes only computer assisted telephone interviews developed to describe
the workforce and factors affecting workforce quality.
The respondents had a mean of 2.8 years experience in special education. They
taught a mean o f 22.8 students and their caseloads were highly diverse. These teachers
still viewed their school climate favorably, but 76% o f special educators reported that
routine duties and paperwork interfered with their ability to serve students to a moderate
or to a great extent. Approximately 50% o f early career special education teachers were
planning to stay in teaching until retirement while the other 50% were at-risk o f leaving
the profession. Induction support or mentoring did nothing to reduce this statistic or to
increase the intent to stay. Attrition was influenced by many factors. However, the
researchers concluded that the working conditions and personal circumstances were most
notably the cause for the attrition o f the special education teacher.
To summarize, special educators come into the position with a passion to serve
students with exceptionalities but due to the demands of the job these teachers are
choosing to leave the role o f special educator to go to a general classroom. Many special
educators have reported that paperwork and their workload are very cumbersome and
they affect their ability to service students with special needs. Although many special
educators believe in the value o f teaming and collaboration with stakeholders, this can
sometimes prove to be very difficult given relational difficulties with other team
members, philosophical differences, and time constraints on the teaming process.
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General education teacher reports similar stresses. The following section presents the
views o f the classroom teacher.
The General Education Teachers ’ Perspective. General education teachers bring
a unique perspective to serving students with special needs in the general education
classroom. The classroom teacher works in an environment where students with
exceptionalities and his or her peers must successfully work, socialize and play with each
other. The responsibility to meet the needs o f all students in the general education setting
is a large one. The following reviews the research related to the views o f general
education teachers on collaboration and teaming as they strive to serve students with
exceptionalities in the general education classroom.
Myles, Simpson and Ormsbee (1996) conducted a survey o f 202 general
education and special educators in an American Midwestern state using a self
administered questionnaire to measure their perceptions o f the effectiveness o f the
teaming process. It is important to note that this study was limited in that the response
rate was very low (26%) and that the questionnaire only measured the respondents’
perceived effectiveness and not the actual effectiveness of teaming. However, the
investigators found that through working with teams, the teachers viewed curricular
modifications for students with learning or behavior problems as being “effective”.
However, only a quarter of the teachers felt that the amount o f time spent working with
the team on the modifications was productive, while three-quarters did not. Myles et al.
found that there were a number o f problems that arose in the teaming process. They
found that members o f the team became angry when other members implemented
changes to programming without consulting the larger group. The researchers also found
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that problems arose when there was a disagreement about goals and placement,
coordination of schedules, communication difficulties and also difficulties with
implementing and evaluating solutions. The authors concluded that the special and
general education teachers’ caseloads needed to be realistic to support students in the
mainstream, and that this is necessary if student improvement is to be the outcome.
Minke, Bear, Deemer, and Griffin (1996) suggested that general education
teachers still haven’t bought into the concept o f including students with exceptionalities
in the general education setting. In this study, the investigators administered a five page
questionnaire o f attitudes towards the inclusion o f students with special needs. The
respondents included 185 general education teachers in traditional classrooms, 71 general
educators in inclusive classrooms and 64 special education teachers from a suburban
school district in an American Mid-Atlantic region. The model o f inclusion utilized in
this school district had three options for student placement within a school setting: 1) the
traditional classroom - taught by the classroom teacher and had only students with mild
disabilities; 2) the inclusive classroom - taught jointly by the special education and
classroom teacher with a ratio o f two students without disabilities for every one student
with a mild disability; 3) the self-contained classroom - taught by specially trained staff
to work with students with severe disabilities. Students in the inclusive classroom would
only have that placement for one year and then would be integrated back into the
traditional classroom placement. It is important to note that this study was conducted in a
single school district that utilized a specific model o f inclusion (not full inclusion) and the
data is based solely on self-reports. The results may also have been affected by whether
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or not the general education teacher had experience in the inclusive classroom before or
whether their experience was limited solely to the traditional classroom.
Minke et al. (1996) discovered that the general educators would rather have the
pull-out programs and remedial assistance offered elsewhere. Through the researchers’
five-page questionnaire examining attitudes and judgments towards teaching children
with mild disabilities in the general classroom, Minke et al. found that most general
classroom teachers did not feel that the traditional classroom was the most appropriate
place to educate students with special needs. The researchers also found that general
classroom teachers in traditional classrooms regarded themselves as less competent than
the special education teacher or the general education teacher in the inclusive classroom
in teaching and behavior management o f students with exceptionalities. The teachers in
this sample in the inclusive classroom environment indicated that co-teaching really
contributed to student success and feelings o f personal competency because it married the
strengths and experiences of both the general and special educator. The collaboration o f
the special and general educator was really dependent on voluntary pairings, trust,
respect, affection, and shared philosophies. More money, space, and planning time,
smaller class sizes, and resources were also critical to a successful inclusive classroom
setting. The researchers concluded from their findings that collaboration, communication
and cooperation among general and special educators were the key factors for successful
inclusion o f students with exceptionalities in the general education setting.
Snell and Janney (2000) conducted a study in one elementary school where
inclusion for this school meant that students with moderate to severe exceptionalities
were educated alongside their age-appropriate peers, with support being offered to them
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in that environment. The focus o f the study was to see how teachers served students with
high needs in the general education setting, and to learn about how these teachers went
about achieving success with these students. The teachers were the primary focus o f this
study although other support staff was included in the observation. This study was
limited to two kindergarten and one first grade class where extensive support was
required given the nature o f the exceptionalities o f the children. Data were collected
through participant observation and interviews o f the teachers and support staff over a
14-month period. The researchers indicated that these findings should be compared to
findings in other grade levels with students with milder disabilities.
The observations indicated that planned and informal meetings were held between
teachers and special education support staff to help resolve issues related to the children
with exceptionalities in their classroom. The standard routine procedures for more
formal meetings were hurried with ongoing pressure to act. It was observed that the team
meetings had a problem-solving plan in place with specific steps to identify the concern,
gather information, generate solutions, evaluate the solutions, discuss implementation,
and discuss steps to evaluate the progress. However, there was always a great concern
revolving around the lack o f time but the need to find solutions. However, problem
solving on a daily basis in this school typically took place “on-the-fly” and occurred
multiple times in a day.
There was an observed degree o f frustration that existed between the special
educator who had more training and experience in special education and the classroom
teacher. Typically the special educator would become frustrated when sound solutions
were offered but weren’t followed through by the classroom teacher. Another concern
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about the teaming process was that for the sake o f time, many strategies were being tried
by the classroom teacher but not discussed as part o f the team and the strategies weren’t
being documented. The researchers also noted that when team meetings occurred, many
of the concerns brought forward by the classroom teacher were student-centered
concerns, while the concerns brought forward by the special educator were adult-centered
and typically dealt with the lack o f communication and poor coordination among team
members.
The general educators did express that they valued team collaboration, sharing
ideas, sharing decision-making and responsibility, and acting in unison. Snell and Janney
(2000) recommended that teachers should be supported to move away from the isolation
o f their classrooms and into a more collaborative approach in the education o f students
with special needs. Schools were advised to remove time, attitude, and skill barriers,
create supportive milieus, and lend teachers the backing required for collaboration and
“joint work” to be common place.
In general, researchers have found that the positive outweighs the negative with
the collaborative approach in special education (Lytle & Bordin, 2001; Meyers & Kline,
2002; Patriarca & Lamb, 1994; Whitten & Dieker, 1995). McLeskey and Waldron
(2001) conducted a study in six elementary schools in three school districts where the
issues of assessment and accommodation o f exceptional students in the mainstream
classroom were addressed. The three districts developed the Inclusive School Program
(ISP) as part o f an ongoing collaborative process. The administration and faculty in each
school volunteered to develop an inclusive school program. The general purpose was to
produce a system of service delivery for the education o f students with disabilities, as
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appropriate, in general education classrooms on a full-time basis. As schools
volunteered to participate, teams were selected from each school to provide leadership
development in the implementation o f the inclusive program. Teams were trained and
spent a year developing an inclusive school plan for their school before presenting their
plan to all o f the necessary stakeholders. The plan included integrating students with
special needs into the general education room, special education teachers having to work
closely with the general education teachers, and curriculum being based on grade level
curriculum with modifications. Attempts were made to avoid the grouping o f students
with disabilities together in one class.
McLeskey and Waldron (2001) studied the ISP by interviewing general education
teachers and their perceptions o f the program’s effectiveness along with their perceptions
of inclusion as a result o f this program. Because o f time constraints in the study, not
every teacher was asked to address every issue which arose, and it was not possible to
determine from the information given the exact number of teachers who supported or did
not support the various themes highlighted in this study. This study also did not address
student outcomes that resulted from teaming.
McLeskey and Waldron (2001) found that general educators felt more liberated to
make modifications to the curriculum and grading practices, and that these adaptations
were more routine in nature, creating rich and differentiated instruction that kept
standards high for students with special needs. When the researchers asked the classroom
teachers about who was imposing the restrictions on their ability to program or modify
programs for students the general educators really did not know. The teachers just felt as
though restrictions upon them were lifted. Likewise, the general education teachers felt
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they no longer needed to rely on the special education teacher for program modifications
or assessment strategies. They felt that they could get started making appropriate
modifications to programming and then later collaborate with the special educators to add
ideas, resources, and input. The researchers discovered that when general and special
educators worked collaboratively in teams, the classroom teachers’ focus was on how to
create better learning environments to accommodate all students in the class. Also,
students with exceptionalities achieved at a higher levels because the emphasis was on
what they could do instead of what their problems were. Grading practices for all
students also changed over time to include more individualized ways o f testing to
accommodate for the needs o f the students in the room. This tended to render a more
accurate picture o f a student’s ability and often times resulted in higher achievement
levels for many students with or without disabilities. The researchers also found though
that it is important for teachers to be trained in the art o f collaboration. McLeskey and
Waldron indicated that collaboration is the cornerstone of good inclusive programs. With
collaboration as the foundation, instruction and assessment is adjusted to draw on the
expertise o f both the classroom teacher and methods provided for by the special
education teacher.
Giangreco, Broer, and Edelman (2001) found that the level o f engagement that
general education teachers had with students with disabilities in their classrooms has been
the key factor affecting successful inclusion o f exceptional students. This interesting
study conducted in four Vermont schools looked at the impact o f teacher engagement
with students with exceptionalities on inclusion when paraprofessionals were used to
support the classroom teacher. Data was collected throughout the 1998-1999 school year
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using semi-structured interviews and observations. In this study, 41 general education
teachers, 38 paraprofessionals, 12 special educators, two speech/language pathologists,
and ten school administrators participated. These four schools were selected because
they were part o f the same K-12 system, they had a history o f including a full range of
students with disabilities in the general education classrooms, and they employed
paraprofessionals to provide educational supports for students with and without
disabilities. Because the schools were very similar in terms o f their history, use o f
special education personnel, and grade levels, generalizations o f the results need to be
made cautiously as they may not necessarily apply to schools that don’t share these same
characteristics.
Giangreco et al. (2001) found that when classroom teachers were more engaged
with exceptional students, they demonstrated a more positive attitude toward inclusion
and collaboration, and they were more likely to feel a sense o f ownership for educating
the exceptional student. The teachers who had successfully engaged students with
exceptionalities in the general classroom also tended to use paraprofessional support as
needed, but then phased out their services as the child gained independence on given task.
When paraprofessionals were used for one-on-one support, the classroom teacher
relegated responsibility to the paraprofessional, and as a result, the teacher was less aware
o f the needs o f that child, there was less collaboration, and inclusion o f the student into
the regular routines o f the class was limited (Giangreco et al., 2001). The researchers
found that engagement with the student and engagement in the process o f collaboration
was key to successful inclusion.

53

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Despite the benefits o f collaboration and teaming, educators have reported
resistance to the establishment and implementation o f the teaming process (Menlove,
Hudson, & Suter, 2001; Meyers & Kline, 2002). Several problems that have blocked
successful teaming include the school structure, paperwork and loss o f time, a lack o f
understanding o f teaming, the level o f teacher commitment to individual students, and
differences in the educational value systems (Achinstein, 2002; Lambie, 2000; Meyers &
Kline, 2002). In 1999, Menlove surveyed 1005 Utah IEP team members as part o f a Utah
State Office o f Education Survey. About 200 general educators received surveys; 123
responded - 69 elementary teachers, 23 middle/junior high school teachers, and 31 high
school teachers. The survey asked respondents to report their satisfaction with specific
issues related to the IEP development process. The results indicated the general
educators consistently reported low levels o f satisfaction with IEP development and
special and general educators also reported low levels o f satisfaction with terms, forms,
and paperwork.
Myers and Kline (2002) observed that the paperwork for teachers was oppressive,
the workload was excessive and that there was very little time for planning. They also
found that general education teachers did not have time to document all o f the strategies
they tried when working with a student with special needs. When the teacher met with
the team in search o f support, the team would offer a number o f suggestions already tried
in the classroom which led the classroom teacher to feel as though teaming was
ineffective and a poor use of planning time. The researchers believed that more extensive
training on how to collaborate was required.
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Hunt, Soto, Maier, and Doering (2003) conducted a study looking at the
collaborative process in two elementary schools located in two urban school districts in
the San Francisco Bay Area. One classroom from each school participated in the study.
Each classroom had two students with special needs and one paraprofessional assigned to
the room to offer support. Data were collected using systematic observations and team
interviews to elicit the perceptions o f the team members on the academic and social
growth o f the two students in each classroom. One o f the major limitations to this study
as noted by the authors was a lack o f a fiscal model to provide financial resources needed
for the collaborative process. Implementation o f this collaborative model required a
school-wide redesign o f staff roles and responsibilities, budgetary increases to reallocate
funds to support across-program collaboration, and the establishment o f regularly
scheduled planning meetings to develop, evaluate, and revise plans o f support. Other
limitations to this study included the small-sample nature of this study and that the
indicators for the students’ performance were based on the perception o f the team
members. Nevertheless, the results were noteworthy.
Hunt et al. (2003) found that human and financial resources for collaboration and
successful inclusion of exceptional students are required. They believed that although
much o f the human and financial resources were directed to categorical programs, the
human and financial resources would have been better used if they were directed to
address the needs of all students. Paraprofessionals were used as a support to the
classroom teacher by acting as a mediator between the student with exceptionalities and
his or her peers. Speech and language pathologists, social workers and behavior
specialists were consulted and worked as a resource to all students in a classroom instead
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o f just focusing on a few students in need. In this study, the sharing o f human resources
created a strong sense of community in the classroom where everyone felt as though they
belonged and the general education teacher felt supported. The inclusion o f students with
special needs resulted in more specialized services for all students and more support for
the teacher. The teachers and support personnel collaborated frequently which resulted in
a more cohesive learning environment for all children. The participants described gains in
student self-confidence, assertiveness, and social interactions among classmates. Hunt et
al. believed that using financial and human resources to serve the classroom instead of
the individual are the best ways to achieve full inclusion.
To conclude, classroom teachers have a tremendous amount o f responsibility, not
only to serve students with special needs but to serve all students. This task can become
overwhelming when teaming roles are not clearly defined, when time for collaboration
among professionals is scarce, and when paperwork and meetings become all-consuming.
General educators have indicated that collaboration is important and that general
educators feel supported when this occurs. General educators also acknowledge that
students with special needs achieve more successfully when there is a team of
professionals working for the success of that child.
Parents also want to work hard for the success o f their child. They too, want to be
included in the collaborative process so that they can impart their specific knowledge to
increase chances for their child’s success in the general classroom. In the following
section, research regarding parental views about collaboration and teaming with school
professionals is presented.
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The Parents ’ Perspective. Parents need to be members o f the collaboration
process in special education (Lambie, 2000; Ryndak, Downing, Morrison, and Williams,
1996; Soodak & Erwin, 1995). Soodak and Erwin (1995) looked at the experiences of
parents o f students with exceptionalities committed to inclusive education. These parents
had children in schools that were designated as being inclusive and had collaborative
structures in place. A total o f nine mothers of children with exceptionalities in the greater
New York area were interviewed and seen individually by one o f the investigators at the
end o f the 1992-1993 school year. It is important to note that the sample is quite small,
and restricted to a very limited geographic area, and is solely the opinions o f the nine
interviewed mothers.
The researchers found that the parents had a strong desire for their child to “fitin”. These parents felt that segregated education o f the past implied inferior education
and that exclusion meant degradation. They were very cautious that segregated education
did not happen within the context o f an inclusive school through the use o f pull-out
programs or self-contained classrooms. Even though these parents had their children in
an inclusive education system, they still perceived the curriculum being delivered to their
children in inclusive school environments as unbalanced because it was too functional
with exclusive concentration on practical skills that ignored the students’ abilities and
interests. The parents reported feeling alienated by the school and too much jargon was
used in parent/teacher conferences. During team meetings, parents often felt
outnumbered by professionals and felt powerless in the decision-making process. The
interviewed parents suggested that schools genuinely needed to listen to parents, engage
in perspective taking, examine their professional attitudes and goals, and have open
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communication with parents. The parents felt that professional partnerships had not yet
been realized. As a result, the researchers concluded that future research should examine
the factors that contribute to effective communication in collaboration.
Ryndak et al. (1996), recruited 13 parents o f children with disabilities from
western New York State to participate in an interview study. The parents were selected
through a regional parent advocacy agency and the parents had experience with services
in both self-contained and inclusive settings. Semi-structured interviews were used to
direct parents toward predetermined areas o f interest (i.e., services in both self-contained
and inclusive settings) while allowing parents to discuss any aspect o f services in those
settings. This study is limited in that only a very small sample o f parents was
interviewed; therefore, their responses may not be a reflection o f all parents’ views.
Also, the parents’ affiliation to a parental advocacy group made the parents particularly
knowledgeable about inclusion, best educational practices, and educational services
across settings. It is also important to note that no parents o f children with mild
disabilities were included in the study. Therefore the findings cannot be generalized to
this group. This study also does not reflect the perceptions o f school personnel, thus, no
conclusions can be drawn correlating the perception o f parents to the perceptions of
school personnel.
The purpose of the study was to identify more clearly the criteria o f educational
programs that parents used to define appropriate educational services and the least
restrictive environment for students with moderate to severe disabilities. In this study,
parents reported being frustrated when working with school personnel because the
parents had very clear ideas about what constituted appropriate programming for their
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own child. The parents valued opportunities to give input to the school team when the
school accepted it, but this was not always the case. The researchers suggested that
professionals needed to modify the manner in which they work with parents so that they
could lessen the frustration parents felt when advocating for their child. It was also
suggested that professionals remember that special education was a service to parents and
to students with special needs and that there had to be a more human context for the
interactions that took place between parents and professionals. Parents valued specific
teacher characteristics experienced in inclusive settings, including acceptance, openness,
tolerance, patience, and willingness to work with their child and to collaborate with all
team members. Ryndak, et al. (1996) concluded that parent perceptions o f educational
services could help to more clearly identify the necessary criteria o f educational programs
that would provide the best possible outcomes for students with special needs and
broaden the field’s understanding o f the reform and restructuring needs o f educational
programs.
The study by Blue-Banning et al. (2004), previously discussed in the review of
literature, echoed the sentiments o f Ryndak et al. (1996). In addition to the findings
stated previously, Blue-Banning et al. underscored the point that common sense and
ordinary human decency is what made collaboration between families and professionals
work well. It became apparent through the interviews and focus groups that parents and
teachers needed to hear each other’s perspectives in order to develop a level o f trust and
respect that would allow for positive collaboration and communication. These
researchers found that parents repeatedly emphasized that for them the partnerships they
had with professionals was a critical element o f their overall quality o f life. Parents
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frequently referred to the stress and exhaustion caused by the perceived necessity to fight
for services, cope with humiliating or disrespectful regulations or provider attitudes, or
otherwise deal with breakdowns in their relationships with professionals. The researchers
concluded that the quality of parent-professional partnerships is one o f several critical
prerequisites for successful student and family outcomes that should not be overlooked.
In sum, parents are an essential part of the teaming process. Parents know the
kinds o f services and education they would like their child to receive yet they often feel
frustrated by the perceived fight required to obtain these services. Parents report being
most satisfied with teaming, school personnel, and the services for their child when there
is an attitude of patience, respect, trust, and open communication between all the partners
o f the school-based team. This is not always an easy task when dealing with the concepts
o f time, philosophical differences, and limitations on human, financial and physical
resources.
The following provides a Canadian perspective on school-based teams. The
literature in this area is quite sparse; however, it does provide some insight into Canadian
special education practices. Because o f limited Canadian research in this area, the need
for further studies such as this one is required to provide a Canadian context for the issues
affecting the stakeholders of children with special needs.
A Canadian Perspective on Special Education Teams
Much o f the reported literature is based on studies conducted in the United States.
However, the key stakeholders in the Canadian education system are also experiencing
many of the same concerns over services in special education. Kamann and Perry (1994)
observed that there was a need to create a new framework for special education because
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general and special education teachers were frustrated. The teachers were frustrated with
the number o f specialists with whom they had to collaborate, the failure o f traditional
models o f service delivery to provide efficient and effective supports to students, finding
time to meet with each other, and the fact that special education resources were spread
too thinly. Many students were being denied services because they failed to meet the
criteria and students in Kindergarten or Grade One were receiving no services because
they did not show the required discrepancy in testing scores required for intervention.
In order to further explore the source o f teacher frustration, the efficacy o f special
education service delivery and how services could be better provided, Kamann and Perry
(1994) developed a 20-item questionnaire used to evaluate an amalgamated support
service model implemented in one school in British Columbia. By amalgamating support
services and creating a resource team, this school was able to support more students, and
provide general educators with more in-class service. Prior to the amalgamation of
services, this particular school had separate resource programs- separate teachers and
separate rooms- for students with learning disabilities, intellectual and physical
disabilities, and students who spoke English as a second language (ESL). In June 1991,
the staff o f this school set a goal o f restructuring special education services resulting in a
new resource team and a restructuring o f eligibility criteria and services provided.
As a result, support personnel combined to form one resource team. On the team
were three special education teachers and one ESL teacher. The resource team worked
together with classroom teachers to create support services that were flexible and
adaptive enough to meet the diverse needs o f the students at this school. Each resource
team member was assigned to four or five classrooms as the contact teacher and
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coordinator o f services for those classrooms. These services included consulting with the
classroom teacher, coordinating additional support personnel, meeting with parents,
curriculum modifications, in-class service, and consulting with the other team members
to draw on their expertise in finding solutions to student issues.
A pre-referral process was used to identify students for support services. Access
to support services was based on the needs o f the students as determined collaboratively
by the resource team, the school-based team (school principal, an area counselor, a
speech-language pathologist and a representative from the resource team) and the
classroom teacher. This amalgamated program provided a “cascade” o f services
including consultation and in-class support, pull-out service in the resource centre and,
when appropriate, small group and/or one-on-one instruction. Teachers were given some
release time arranged for by the contact teacher to work with their students with special
needs. The strategies being used by the resource team could then be used more
consistently by the teacher and the student in the general classroom setting.
After the first year o f implementation, the teachers evaluated the amalgamated
support service model by responding to the researcher developed 20-item questionnaire.
What the researchers found was that the teachers felt that more students were being
served and that the special education teacher was able to spend more time in the general
education classroom. The model was designed to meet both the academic, social, and
emotional needs o f the students. The researchers concluded by stating that teachers
needed to be committed to creating new programs to better serve students. Special and
general educators had to share the responsibility for change, and reform must occur at the
school level if students with exceptionalities are to experience academic achievement.
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The researchers also noted that even though this study was only conducted in one school
and that each school is a unique entity, they believed that some characteristics associated
with the success o f the model used in the study may have implications for special
education reform generally.
In Ontario, a longitudinal study was conducted to compare the effects o f schoolbased teams over time. Cole and Brown (1995) conducted a study in 1990 o f one Ontario
school board’s local school teams (LST) to examine the goals, roles, and functions o f the
teams in elementary and secondary schools. A follow-up study was conducted in 1995
by Cole and Brown with the results o f both studies being more similar than different.
The 1995 study aimed to provide a benchmark on the current LST functions. The 1995
questionnaire and study methodology were similar to those in the 1990 study, with the
addition o f a section on LST recommendations. H alf o f all schools were randomly
selected from each o f the three school zones. In this study, 44 elementary schools and 11
secondary schools responded with a total o f 341 respondents having completed and
returned the questionnaires. In each selected school, questionnaires were distributed to
the LST chairperson, the guidance counselor, the psychoeducational consultant, the social
worker, special education teachers, secondary department heads, and four randomly
selected teachers.
The analysis of the questionnaires duplicated the procedures used in the 1990
study. Most questionnaire items were rated on a five-point Likert scale, which for the
analysis were collapsed into three scale points. Open-ended questions were coded using
categories developed during analysis o f the 1990 questionnaire and adapted when
necessary.
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Cole and Brown (1995) found that most stakeholders were satisfied that their
teams addressed the needs of referred students. This particular school board used schoolbased teams and collaboration to deliver special education services to students with
exceptionalities in their schools. The results showed a high degree o f consensus among
school personnel regarding the role o f the teams in understanding and planning
interventions for individual students at school and at home and o f providing consultation
to educators. The number o f students being referred had increased from 66 students per
school year in 1990 to 77 students per school year in 1995. The characteristics o f
students referred seemed to emphasize academic performance deficits and socialemotional needs. Consultation with parents was viewed by both elementary and
secondary respondents as a highly important recommendation. Finally, among the
recommendations for professional development, was how to manage time while in teams
to discuss individual student needs and broad based interventions, the need for a
continuum o f individual and group interventions, the need for teams to document early
strategies used before considering out-of-class program changes. Although the
stakeholders were satisfied with the work o f the team, a real concern for system
reductions in resources for staff release time and human resources was reported by the
respondents. Consequently, these reductions may reduce the overall effectiveness of
teaming if resources and supports have been spread too thinly.
A more recent study of another Ontario school board by Hewitt and Clarke (2003)
was conducted to review the board’s financial information and current special education
funding allocation, to review and validate the board’s current special education service
delivery model and staff deployment, and to make specific recommendations based on
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their findings. To accomplish this, Hewitt and Clarke reviewed the operating
organizational delivery model, internal documents, including human resource allocations,
financial expenditures, special education plan, and the procedural manual. They looked
at the impact of funding announcements (Cycle Three and Cycle Four MOE grants) and
any information deemed relevant to enhance the team ’s understanding o f how special
education programs and services were delivered within the board. Hewitt and Clarke
then conducted on-site meetings with the following focus groups: Executive Council;
Principals’ Executive Council; Special Education Advisory Committee; Focus Group o f
Special Education Staff; Focus Group o f Representatives from the system; O.E.C.T.A
Elementary and Secondary union; C.U.P.E Local 1358 union; and eight schools
(elementary and secondary) were visited. In addition, a brief questionnaire was
circulated and posted on the board website in order to solicit opinions from members of
the public and those staff members not included in the focus groups. Fifty-two
questionnaire response sheets were sent to the researchers.
Hewitt and Clarke (2003) found that although high quality initiatives were being
implemented in the schools, it was only in isolated pockets. The method o f service
delivery was left up to the administrator o f the individual school. The principals reported
needing additional support, training, and a clear model from which to work so that there
was consistency in the services being offered in each school. The researchers also found
that in the attempts to ensure full integration o f particular students, their educational
needs were not being well met. A broader spectrum o f program opportunities was
recommended to ensure all students’ needs were being met. This required a shift in the
board’s interpretation o f inclusion. Two additional concerns came from this study. The
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first concerned the demands o f the special education teacher: the heavy report writing and
data collection demands placed upon these teachers and the extent to which this
paperwork interferes with the service delivery aspect o f their role. The second concerned
the number o f initiatives not central to the role o f a special education teacher (e.g. Early
Literacy) for which these teachers were expected to take responsibility. Ultimately, the
authors recommended that all involved in special education clearly understand their roles
and responsibilities in the delivery o f programs and services for special education in the
board. Hewitt and Clarke stated that leadership, commitment and positive attitudes
towards students with special needs were critical to the successful implementation o f
programs and services.
Clearly, a better understanding o f how services are being provided in Ontario’s
schools and the perceptions o f these services by the key stakeholders can only serve to
provide a better understanding o f the characteristics required to increase service
satisfaction and student achievement. This research needs to be continued if full
inclusion is to be successful and if students with special needs are to receive a quality
education in Ontario’s schools.
In summary, equal opportunities and access to public education is a right o f all
children in the province of Ontario. This is guaranteed in the Ontario Human Rights
Code and in the Ministry of Education’s provincial Education Act. In both o f these
pieces o f legislation, the full inclusion o f children with disabilities in the general
classroom setting, with age appropriate peers and with support is the first and most
desirable placement for all children. However, this needs to be decided on an individual
basis. In order for full inclusion to be successful, the collaboration o f the key
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stakeholders (i.e. parents, students, educators and other experts) is required. This process
is difficult at best, due to many barriers that exist, including attitudinal barriers, fear, lack
of time, lack o f money, and lack o f resources. The literature does indicate though that
collaboration and teaming results in better and more satisfying service delivery to
students with disabilities.
In a final glance at the literature, a number o f conclusions can be made. The
stakeholders involved in the educating and raising o f students with exceptionalities agree
that school-based teaming and collaboration is an important process that brings about
more support for staff, students and parents along with greater parental satisfaction for
service delivery and greater student achievement both academically and socially. The
stakeholders also agree that inclusion is not consistent across states, provinces, school
districts, or even schools. Teaming requires a clear definition o f inclusion, a lot o f
patience, trust, open communication, and time commitment. All agree that more support
(financial and human), training, professional development and a consistent standard for
inclusion are required.
The literature also demonstrates that stakeholders do not always agree on
inclusive practices. Some principals are not always sure that full inclusion is best in
meeting the needs o f all students. Many special education teachers feel stressed by the
amount o f paperwork required and the demands o f their job and as a result premature
attrition is occurring in this job area. Classroom teachers often feel overwhelmed with
trying to juggle the needs o f all students, being everything to everyone. And lastly parents
often feel as though they are not included in the educational life of their children,
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communication is not always open, suggestions not always taken, and services are not
always available to meet the needs o f their children.
Finally, the reported literature also demonstrated some limitations. Many o f the
studies were simply reviews o f other works. For those that were studies, the sample size
was often quite small and the instruments that were used were developed by the
researchers. Many studies used questionnaires and only obtained the perspective o f a
particular group. More work needs to be done comparing the responses o f the various
stakeholders to derive a more complete picture o f teaming, collaboration and service
delivery to students with special needs. Canadian studies are also lacking. Many o f the
presented studies were American in origin; therefore, the findings may not be applicable
to the Canadian education system.
Present Study
There is evidence in the literature that school-based teaming and collaboration can
result in increased success for students with special needs as well as special education
services being deemed effective by the key stakeholders (Blue-Banning et al., 2004; Cole
& Brown, 1995; Hewitt & Clarke, 2003; Rainforth, Barr, & Macdonald, 1992; Weber &
Bennett, 1999). Teaming is not always successful, however, and there is a need to
examine existing models o f service delivery to students with special needs in schools so
that successful characteristics and structures can be identified and implemented
consistently throughout Ontario’s schools. The current study sought to determine the
extent to which school-based teams were being used in one inclusive school board and to
assess the perceived effectiveness o f the special education services as a result o f the
school-based teams. These perceptions were then examined to determine which model, or
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which characteristics o f the studied models contributed to the greatest levels o f
satisfaction by the school-based stakeholders; the principal/vice-principal, the classroom
teacher and the special education teacher. It is important to note that the perceptions of
parents were not included in this study for practical purposes even though the information
obtained from this group would have been a valuable contribution. However, it was in
this context, that possible successful teaming characteristics could be identified so that
services to students with exceptionalities can be optimized and equal opportunities for
educational success can be realized by all children in the province o f Ontario.
Research Questions
Answers were sought to the following research questions:
1. How are students with exceptionalities being served in fully inclusive schools?
2. How effective are the services to students with exceptionalities from the
perspective o f principals and vice-principals, teachers, and special educators?
3. What characteristics o f the models (formal school-based teams, informal schoolbased teams, no school-based teams) lend themselves to greater satisfaction with
service delivery to students with exceptionalities in fully inclusive schools?
4. What are the perceived barriers to developing an effective service delivery model
to students with exceptionalities?
5. Is there a model o f service delivery that could benefit all schools to increase the
effectiveness and satisfaction o f the services to students with exceptionalities?
It was hypothesized that if formal school-based special education teams functioned as the
service delivery model for a given school, then school stakeholders would show more
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satisfaction with school-based services for students with special needs than schools which
deliver services to students with exceptionalities in the absence o f a school-based team.
Significance o f Study
The data were examined to determine which model (formal teams, informal
teams, or no teams), or which characteristics o f the studied models contributed to the
greatest levels o f satisfaction by the school-based stakeholders with a view to optimizing
the method o f service delivery to students with special needs. The information may help
the participants develop and implement more effective ways to teach students with
special needs and to collaborate in a way that allows for greater academic and social
successes for students with exceptionalities.
This project could be a potential benefit to the board o f education making
decisions regarding in-service for principals, teachers, and special educators. It may
suggest approaches that could be implemented in schools to improve how services are
delivered to students with exceptionalities. The results o f the study may benefit the
students as they could be provided with more services or better services leading to greater
academic and social successes and the parents o f students with exceptionalities may
become less frustrated and more satisfied with the education being provided to their
children. This study will also contribute to the limited Canadian research literature on the
satisfaction o f service delivery to students with special needs.
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CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY
Participants
For the current study, 954 classroom teachers teaching between grades one and
eight, 192 special education teachers, and 53 principals and/or vice-principals from all 41
elementary schools in an inclusive school board in Southwestern Ontario were invited to
participate (see Appendix A). O f these, 164 classroom teachers (17.2%), 67 special
education teachers (34.9%), and 29 principals and/or vice-principals (54.7%) responded
to the survey for a total sample o f 260 individuals. An overall participation rate o f this
survey was 21.7%. Return o f the survey constituted informed consent.
Instrument
The survey instrument was a researcher-designed questionnaire (see Appendix B)
consisting o f closed and open-ended questions and Likert scale questions. Although most
questions were the same for the principals/vice-principals, classroom teachers, and
special education teachers (e.g., collaboration, student success, parental support, the use
o f teams, and demographic information), there were also stakeholder specific questions
designed to tap into the unique aspects o f each participant (e.g. styles o f leadership, the
relationship between the stakeholders, perceptions o f the stakeholder specific role). The
content o f the questions was derived from the researcher’s own teaching experience, a
review o f the extant literature, and feedback derived from other professionals in the field.
The survey was comprised o f eight sections including demographics, information on
teams, a section for participants that do no have school-based teams, and sections asking
about collaboration, the job specific role, administrative support, student success, and
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open-ended questions regarding how services to students with exceptionalities could be
improved, and whether or not collaboration is the preferred method in developing student
IEPs. Prior to survey distribution, content validity o f the instrument was verified through
the administration o f the survey to a focus group of at least three people from each o f the
three stakeholder groups. Questions were included, omitted, and/or altered given the
feedback from the focus group. The participants received their instrument electronically
and only the survey that applied to their specific position (principal/vice-principal,
general education teacher, special education teacher) was accessible for completion by
the participant.
Procedure
Once the survey items were finalized, all elementary school principals, classroom
teachers, and special education teachers in the school board were contacted via the school
board’s intranet system. The school-based stakeholders received a letter o f information
directly to their job specific folders on the intranet system along with the link to the
website which contained the surveys (see Appendix C). Once at the website, the
participants were able to chose the appropriate survey and create an individual username
and password so that they could access the survey as many times as required for
completion and to ensure that they were the only participant to have access to the survey.
Participants were asked to save the website to their computers and work on the
completion of the survey as they had time. Once the survey was completed, the survey
was submitted electronically and saved to an electronic database that was accessible only
to the researcher. The researcher was not able to identify the participant, as participants
chose their own special username and password to enable confidentiality. The survey
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was designed so that it did not require the name o f the participant or his/her work
location.
The participants were given a two-week window in which to complete the survey
and submit it to the electronic database. After the two-week period the researcher sent
out a request to participate in the survey again to all participants as a reminder, and to
solicit a greater number o f participants. A thank you was also issued to all those who had
completed the survey.

In combining both quantitative and qualitative data, a more

accurate picture o f service delivery to students with exceptionalities was obtained. The
results o f the survey were stored on the Lotus Data Management System via the Internet
and once the survey was completed, the data was transferred to the SPSS system for
analysis.
Data Analysis
Analysis o f the quantitative data began with descriptive statistics o f demographic
information which included an examination o f frequency counts and means for each
stakeholder on how services are provided in the school setting, the setting identified
students are served, and specific information regarding the use o f school-based teams
(members of the team, goals o f the team, frequency o f team meetings, and team
recommendations). Analysis o f variance tests followed by Scheffe post hoc tests were
conducted to examine differences between the stakeholder groups regarding their
perceptions o f their specific job roles, collaborative practices, student success, and
administrative support. Where items for the stakeholder groups are different, each
group’s results are examined and discussed independently. Discussion o f the results
focuses first on each group independently. Subsequent discussion compares the groups
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in terms o f their respective opinions and perceptions regarding school-based service
delivery models resulting from both the thematic analysis o f the qualitative information,
and the results o f the statistical analyses. Comments written in response to open-ended
questions were transcribed, coded, and categorized according to theme/topic for
comparison among the key stakeholders (Creswell, 1994).
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C H A P T E R III
R E SU L T S
Overview
A description of the participants is presented first, along with information about
the placement o f the students and whether school-based teams are utilized. The
perceptions o f the stakeholders regarding aspects o f school-based teams is summarized
next, followed by their views on the role o f collaboration, administrative support and the
success o f students with special needs in their school system. The stakeholders’
perspectives o f their respective job roles are presented next. Finally the various
stakeholders’ perceptions on collaboration and administrative support are analyzed
according to whether a formal or informal school team existed or not. To provide a more
complete understanding o f the perceptions o f the participants, qualitative responses by
the participants regarding the effectiveness o f school-based teams and the needs required
for better service delivery to students with special needs are also presented.
Demographics
Description o f Participants. The majority o f the participants in this study were
female, 62% (n = 18) o f administrators, 79.1% (n = 53) o f the special educators and
69.5% (n_= 114) o f classroom teachers. While 59.3% (n = 16) o f the school
administrators reported having a Masters Degree, only 7% (n = 11) o f classroom teachers
and no special education teachers reported having a Masters Degree. The majority o f the
classroom teachers (89.2% n = 141) and special education teachers (96.6% n = 56)
reported that a Bachelor o f Education was their highest degree obtained (Table 1).
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Table 1
Demographics: Participant Information

Gender

Highest Level o f Education

Principals/VicePrincipals

Special Education
Teachers

Classroom
Teachers

(n=29)

(n=67)

(n=164)

% (n )

% (n)

% (n)

Male

37.9(11)

11.9 (8)

26.8 (44)

Female

62.1 (18)

79.1 (53)

69.5 (114)

Bachelor Arts/Science

—

Bachelor o f Education

40.7(11)

Masters Degree

59.3 (160)

Years o f Special Education
Experience

96.6 (56)
—

3.8 (6)
89.2(141)
7.0(11)

19.81 (8.58)

12.88 (8.92)

12.85 (9.56)

Special Education I ABQa

41.4(12)

64.2 (43)

35.4 (58)

Special Education II ABQ

37.9(11)

28.4(19)

12.8 (21)

Special Education Specialist ABQ

41.4(12)

32.8 (22)

14.0 (23)

15.4(4)

6.6(4)

73.7(101)

1-5

42.3 (11)

57.4 (35)

20.5 (28)

6-15

30.8 (8)

27.8(17)

4.3 (6)

16+

11.5 (3)

8.2 (5)

1.5(2)

Mean Years o f Experience (SD)

Special Education Qualifications

3.4 (2)

0
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aABQ means Additional Basic Qualification which are courses designed for certified teachers to gain specific training in various
specialized academic areas. The numbers shown represent the highest level o f qualification obtained in special education by the
participants.

77

The data from the principals and vice-principals show that they have more years
o f experience than the classroom teachers and special education teachers (Table 1). The
principals reported a mean o f 19.81 (SD = 8.58) years o f teaching experience compared
to the classroom teachers and special education teachers who had means o f 12.85 (SD =
9.56) years o f experience andl2.88 (SD = 8.92) years o f experience, respectively.
Additional Basic Qualification (ABQ) courses are offered throughout the
province o f Ontario and are specific to an area o f study which will allow qualified
teachers to refine skills in a specific educational field including in the field o f special
education. The coursework for any area (i.e. Special Education, Physical Education,
Computer Technology etc.) is broken into three separate parts with the third part earning
the title o f Area Specialist. Special Education Part I qualifications were reported by
41.4% (n - 12) o f principals, 64.2% (n = 43) o f special educators, and 35.4% (n = 58) o f
classroom teachers. By comparison, 37.9% (n_= 11) o f principals, 28.4% (n = 19) o f
special educators and 12.8% (n = 21) o f classroom teachers specified that they had
obtained Special Education Part II qualifications. Finally, 41.4% (n = 12) o f school
administrators and 32.8% (n = 22) o f special education teachers reported that they had
obtained the highest level ABQ; Special Education Specialist. By comparison, only 14%
(n = 23) o f classroom teachers reported that their highest level o f training in the area of
special education was that o f a specialist. From these data, it is unclear as to how many
o f the participants have just Special Education Part I and II qualifications. However, for
those who have indicated that they have obtained a specialist in this area, it is clearly
known that they have also obtained Part I and II o f the Special Education qualifications
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(Table 1). The years of experience teaching in the special education role varies between
participant groups (Table 1).

Many o f the participating classroom teachers, 73.7% (n = 101), did not have any
experience teaching as a special education teacher, whereas only 6.6% (n = 4) o f special
educators and 15.4% (n = 4) o f administrators reported having have no experience
teaching special education. O f the participants having experience teaching as a special
educator, 42.3% (n = 11) o f administrators, 57.4% (n = 35) o f special educators, and
20.5% (n = 28) o f classroom teachers indicated having taught for a period o f one to five
years in that role. Fewer participants, 30.8% (n = 8) o f administrators, 27.8% (n = 17) o f
special educators, and 4.3 % (n = 6) o f classroom teachers, had taught between six and
fifteen years in this role. Finally, only a small percentage o f the participants, 11.5% (n =
3) of administrators, 8.2% (n = 5) o f special educators, and 1.5 % (n = 2) o f classroom
teachers, had over sixteen years experience in the field of special education.
School-Based Teams. The administrators reported that the average number o f
special education teachers allocated to a school is 2.31 (SD = 1.05), while the special
educators indicated the average to be 2.91 (SD = 1.40), and teachers 2.81 (SD = 2.18).
Likewise, the numbers between the participant groups regarding the number of
educational assistants in a given school are very similar. The administrators indicated
that there were 4.69 (SD = 2.23) educational assistants, the special education teachers
said 5.92 (SD = 2.76) and the classroom teachers indicated 5.48 (SD = 2.18) educational
assistants were in a school. When asked about the number o f special education students
in a given school, the administrators and special educators reported the number of
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Table 2
Mean Number o f Special Education Personnel and Students Per School

School Personnel

Principals/V ice-Principal s

Special Education Teachers

Classroom Teachers

(n=29)

(n=67)

(n=164)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

Special Education Teachers

2.31 (1.05)

2.91 (1.40)

2.81 (2.18)

Educational Assistants

4.69 (2.23)

5.92 (2.76)

5.48 (2.83)

49.95 (37.42)

61.98 (41.00)

4.81 (10.69)

Special Education Students3

aThe classroom teacher response represents the mean number o f students with special needs in the classroom. The principal/vice
principal and special education teachers’ responses reflect the number o f students with special needs in a school.
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students based on the whole school population, 49.95 (SD = 37.42) and 61.98 (SD =
41.00) respectively. The difference in scores between the administrators and special
educators may be attributed to the fact that special educators might have included
students who were not formally identified or those not having an IEP but those still
receiving services from the special education department (Table 2). Classroom teachers
reported the average number o f special education students in a given classroom where the
teachers indicated the average to be 4.81 (SD = 10.69) students per class. When
comparing the mean number o f special education teachers and educational assistants to
the mean number o f students with special needs within a school, the data indicates that
there is approximately one special education staff member available to provide services
to six students with exceptionalities. This can be quite a challenge for staff given the
actual distribution o f students in the school and the nature and severity o f a student’s
disability.
The use o f school-based teams and the setting in which student services are
delivered varies from school to school and is decided upon by each individual school
administrator. In this study the participants were asked about the service delivery model
in their school: 1) Formal School-Based Team— whereby a specific team o f educators
meet to determine and develop appropriate programming and interventions for students
with special needs; 2) Informal School-Based Team-—whereby a team o f educators come
together on an as-needs basis to determine and develop appropriate programming and
interventions for students with special needs; 3) The special education teacher works to
determine and develop appropriate programming and interventions for students with
special needs in the absence of a team approach; 4) The classroom teacher works to
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determine and develop appropriate programming and interventions for students with
special needs in the absence o f a team approach. Just as important as the use o f schoolbased teams to deliver services to students with special needs, is where these services are
delivered within the context o f the school setting. The participants in this survey were
also asked where students were placed, be it in the general education classroom, a
resource room, in both the general education classroom and the resource room, or in
some other setting.
The most commonly reported method o f service delivery indicated by all
participants was the use o f the informal school-based teams, meaning that the members o f
the team would meet only as needed (Table 3). The percentages did vary between groups
though. The administrative group indicated that 44% (n = 11) had formal school-based
teams and 46.1% (n = 70) of the classroom teachers reported the same, whereas the
special educators stated that only 32.8 % (n = 20) o f schools had formal school-based
teams. By comparison, 48% (n = 12) o f the administrative group, 59% (n = 36) o f the
special educators, and 39.5% (n = 60) o f classroom teachers indicated that their schools
had an informal school-based team. Very few participants indicated that either the
classroom teacher or the special education teacher had to work in the absence of
collaboration and team work in the area o f special education. O f all the participants in
the study, 8 % (n = 2) o f administrators, 8.25% (n = 5) o f special educators, and 9.9% (n
= 15) o f classroom teachers said that special education teachers work alone. Although
only 4.6% (n = 7) o f the classroom teachers reported that classroom teachers worked
alone whereas both the administrators and the special educators both indicated that
teachers did not work without the support o f a team.
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Table 3
Special Education Services in Elementary Schools: Use o f School-Based Teams and Setting as Reported by Participants

Use of School
Teams

Placement of
Students

Principals/Vice-Principals
(n=29)

Special Education
Teachers (n=67)

Classroom Teachers

% (n)

% (n)

% (n)

(n=164)

Formal School-Based Teams

44.0(11)

32.8 (20)

46.1 (70)

Informal School Based Teams

48.0(12)

59.0 (36)

39.5 (60)

Special Education Teacher AloneNo Team

8.0 (2)

8.2 (5)

9.9(15)

Regular Classes

23.1(6)

13.6 (8)

35.5 (55)

Resource Room

11.5 (3)

25.4(15)

9.7(15)

65.4(17)

57.6 (34)

53.5 (83)

0

3.4 (2)

1.3 (2)

Both the Regular Class and the
Resource Room
Other
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In determining where students with special needs were served, it was observed
that the responses between the groups varied (Table 3). By far the most commonly
reported setting where students with special needs were served, however, was in a
combination o f both the general education classroom and in the resource room with
65.4% (n = 17) o f administrators, 57.6% (n = 34) o f special educators and 53.5% (n = 83)
o f classroom teachers indicating that this was the case. Looking at service delivery solely
in the classroom, 23.1% (n = 6) o f administrators, 13.6% (n = 8) o f special educators, and
35% (n - 55) o f classroom teachers indicated that services were delivered only in the
classroom. Comparatively, 11.5% (n = 3) o f administrators, 25.4 % (n = 15) o f special
educators, and 9.7 % (n = 15) o f classroom teachers reported that students with special
needs were being served only in a resource room. It is interesting to note that the
surveyed school board has identified itself as a fully inclusive board. Full inclusion is
typically defined as service delivery to students with special needs within the context of
the general education setting, yet students are often being served in both in and out o f the
general classroom. Finally, the least commonly reported setting for service delivery was
that o f specialized sites outside the public education setting for children with more
intense special needs. None o f the surveyed administrators had identified that students
were serviced in another setting while 3.4% (n = 2) o f special educators and 1.3% (n = 2)
o f classroom teachers had. Nevertheless, all three groups seemed to agree despite the
differences in the numbers that the majority o f services were happening in both the
general classroom and resource room settings.
The three groups o f participants agreed that principals/vice-principals, special
educators, classroom teachers, and educational assistants were the most frequent
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Table 4
School-Based Team Information by Category: Team Participants, Meeting Frequency and Team Goals as Reported by Participants
who had School-Based Teams

Team Participants

Meeting Frequency

Principals/VicePrincipals

Special Education
Teachers

Classroom
Teachers

(n=29)

(n=67)

(n=164)

% (N)

% (N)

% (N)

Principal/V ice-Principal

75.9 (22)

73.1 (49)

61.0(100)

Special Education Teacher

75.9 (22)

77.6 (52)

72.0(118)

Classroom Teacher

72.4 (21)

64.2 (43)

63.4 (104)

Educational Assistant

65.5 (19)

49.3 (33)

51.2 (84)

Social Worker

55.2(16)

35.8 (24)

21.3 (35)

Behavior Specialist

51.7(15)

35.8 (24)

17.1 (28)

Speech and Language Pathologist

51.7(15)

32.8 (22)

20.1 (33)

Parent

48.3 (14)

34.3 (23)

31.1 (51)

Student

20.7 (6)

13.4 (9)

14 (23)

Psychologist

10.3 (3)

13.4 (9)

11.0(18)

0

0

.9(1)

Weekly

4.5(1)

2.0(1)

.9(1)

Bi-Weekly

4.5(1)

0

1.9(2)

Monthly

27.3 (6)

24.0(12)

10.2(11)

Daily
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Per Term

Team Goals3

18.2(4)

28.0(14)

25.0(27)

As Needed

45.5 (10)

46.0(23)

61.1 (66)

Facilitate Referrals

100.0(21)

89.9(44)

96.5 (113)

Planning Intervention Programs

100.0(28)

98.0(49)

98.4(114)

Coordinate Team Meetings

95.3 (20)

73.4(36)

84.4(98)

Monitor Social and Academic
Progress

95.3 (20)

93.8

(46)

96.5 (113)

Monitor Referrals

95.3 (20)

91.8

(45)

89.7 (104)

Develop At-Risk Programs

90.5 (19)

85.7(42)

87.0 (101)

Engage Multidisciplinary
Consultants

85.7(18)

93.8

(46)

89.8 (105)

Develop Preventive Programs

85.7(18)

83.7(41)

87.2 (102)

Team Meeting
DiscussionsIndividual Students
2 .2 ( 1)

0%

Classroom Issues

1-9%

4.8 (1)

6.5 (3)

10 - 2 0 %

4 .8 (1 )

6.5(3)

5.9(5)

30-40%

4 .8 (1 )

17.4(8)

11.8(10)

50-60%

52.4 (11)

19.6 (9)

22.4(19)

70-80%

19.0(4)

39.1 (18)

45.9(39)

90-100%

14.3(3)

8.7(4)
15.0(6)

0%
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14.1(12)
5.0(4)

C/3

O
P
n
HcH
£cc3
<U
H
C/3

i—i

0s
O

ox

O
CM
i
6 o
i—
< m

o

I

o

0s
o

00

I

o

o
o
o

SO

\0

o^

o'-

o

o

o o
N
p o
cx
C
N ■
'3- NO

cx

VO c- ON o

ON

©
r—
H

cn

m

c
<u
T3
P-»
-4
m
<+H

o
C/3

Cu
p
oIO

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

10.0(4)

17.2(10)
5.3(1)
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1-9%

26.3 (5)

30.0(12)

46.6 (27)

10- 20 %

36.8 (7)

45.0(18)

25.9(15)

30-40%

15.8 (3)

5.0 (2)

1.7(1)

50-60%

5.3(1)

5.0 (2)

3.4(2)

70-80%

5.3(1)

5.0 (2)

3.4 (2)

90-100%

5.3(1)

The Number O f
Students Discussed
by the Team in a
School Year (SD)
Team
Recommendationsb

1.7(1)

54.38 (36.994)

50.33 (45.359)

27.19(24.569)

Curriculum Modifications

85.8 (18)

66.6 (32)

54.0 (54)

Referral for Assessment

85.0(17)

Parental Consultation

81.0(17)

Referral to Community Services

76.1 (16)

Classroom Consultation

66.7 (14)

25.5 (12)

32.3 (32)

Behavior Consequences

66.7(14)

59.5 (28)

44.0 (44)

Monitor Progress

66.6 ( 14)

65.9 (31)

40.4 (40)

Social Work Involvement

61.9(13)

48.9 (23)

21.4 (21)

Classroom Observation

52.4(11)

25.5 (12)

27.9 (27)

Interview with Family

52.4(11)

40.4(19)

45.5 (45)

Referral to IPRC

52.4(11)

32.6(15)

26.8 (26)
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40.2 (39)
59.6 (28)

68.7 (68)
23.4 (23)
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Resource Consultation

38.1 (8)

36.2(17)

36.0 (36)

Psychological Assessments

38.1 (8)

32.0(15)

16.3(16)

Request for Written Information

33.3 (7)

21.3 (10)

17.5(17)

Consultation o f External Agencies

33.3 (7)

19.1 (9)

13.4(13)

Individual Counseling

33.3 (7)

19.2 (9)

16.2(16)

Review School Team Process

33.3 (7)

34.8(16)

14.4(14)

Classroom Profiles

33.3 (7)

21.8(10)

17.3 (17)

Consultant Interventions

28.6 (6)

14.9 (7)

11.1(11)

Mentoring Programs

28.6 (6)

17.3 (8)

9.4 (9)

Family Counseling

23.8 (5)

10.9(5)

9.2 (9)

ESL Consultation

9.6 (2)

15.2 (7)

12.6(12)

Use o f Translator

9.5 (2)

10.8(5)

3.1 (3)

Tragic Events Support

4.8(1)

12.7 (6)

4.1 (4)

aThe data in the Team Goal section represents the percentage o f respondents who have deemed the goals to be important or extremely
important to the respondent. Respondents were asked to rank the level o f importance o f each goal using a four point scale (l= Not
Important to 4=Extremely Important).
bThe data in the Team Recommendation section represents the percentage o f respondents that have made the recommendations often
or very often. Respondents were asked to rank the frequency o f the recommendations using a 5 point scale (T=Not At All to 5=Very
Often).
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members participating on school-based teams (Table 4). Principal participation on school
based teams was ranked high by the three groups with 75.9% (n = 22) o f administrators,
73.1% (n = 49) o f special education teachers and 61% (n = 100) o f classroom teachers
validating their participation on teams. Special education teachers were also deemed
essential to the team as 75.9% (n = 22) o f administrators, 77.6% (n = 52) o f special
educators and 72% (n = 118) of classroom teachers reported their participation.
Classroom teachers were also part o f the team with 72.4 % (n = 21) o f administrators,
64.2% (n = 43) o f special educators and 63.4% (n = 104) of classroom teachers indicating
accord. Finally, 65.5% (n = 19) o f administrators, 49.3% (n = 33) o f special educators
and 51.2% (n = 84) of classroom teachers found that educational assistants as well were
participants o f school-based teams.
According to the various groups, the parents o f students with special needs
participated on these teams with far less frequency (teachers indicating 31.1 % and special
educators reporting 34.3%) and students participated even less often than the parents.
The administrators disagreed with the teachers and special educators as 48.3% (n = 14) o f
the administrators indicated that parents participate on the team. Also interesting is that
the perceptions classroom teachers and special educators have as to who participates on
school-based teams are more closely aligned to each other than that o f the principals and
vice-principals. The administrative group results tend to indicate that all o f the
stakeholders (parents, social workers, behavior specialists, and speech and language
pathologists) participate in teaming perhaps more often than what is actually the case.
For example, 55.2 % (n = 16) o f the administrative group reported that social workers
participated as members o f a school-based team which differs by almost 20% from the
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responses given by teachers and special educators. A chi-square test revealed that there
was no significant difference between the participant groups and their responses
indicating members o f a school-based team.
The majority o f participants, 45.5% (n = 10) o f administrators, 46.0% (n = 23) o f
special educators and 61.1% (n = 66) o f classroom teachers, indicated that team meetings
were held on an as-needs basis. A minority, 27.3% (n = 6) o f administrators, 24% (n =
12) o f special education teachers, and 10.2% (n = 11) o f classroom teachers reported
having meetings monthly. A similar number o f participants, 18.2% (n = 4) o f principals,
28% (n = 14) o f special educators, and 25% (n = 27) o f classroom teachers indicated that
meetings are conducted per term (once every 3 months). The data in the Team Goals
section represents the percentage o f respondents who have deemed the goals to be
important or extremely important to the respondent. Respondents were asked to rank the
level o f importance o f each goal using a four point scale ranging from not important to
extremely important. The participants agreed that the goals most important to them
included facilitating referrals, planning intervention programs, coordinating team
meetings, monitoring social and academic success, monitoring referrals, developing atrisk programs, engaging multi-disciplinary consultants and developing preventative
programs (Table 4). The fact that teams are meeting only as the needs arise and that the
goal o f these meeting are to deal with circumstances that require immediate attention (i.e.
a child falling behind academically/socially, behavioral issues, and referrals to special
services) suggests that time and workload may be a factor in a team ’s ability to
collaborate with a view to develop programming, improve services, and provide
assistance to teachers, students and parents. This also indicates that teaming is used to
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serve a means to an end as opposed to a systematic approach to special education
services.
Participants in Cole & Brown’s (1995) study were asked to indicate the portion o f
time allotted for discussing various issues within the context o f a team meeting.
Likewise in the present study, the participants who had school-based teams were asked
about the amount o f time dedicated to discussing issues that may be common to schoolbased teams such as individual students, classroom issues, particular groups o f students,
and school issues in general (Table 4). The majority o f special educators and classroom
teachers indicated that individuals students were discussed 70% to 80% o f the time at
team meetings, (39.1%, n = 18 and 45.9%, n = 39 respectively), whereas 52.4% (n = 11)
o f administrators said that individual students were discussed only 50% to 60% o f the
time. All three participant groups, administrators, special educators, and classroom
teachers (40.0%, n = 8, 42.5%, n = 17, 43.8%, n = 35), said that classroom issues were
discussed by the team 10% to 20% o f the time. Principals and special education teachers,
(31.3%, n = 5, and 47.4%, n = 18 respectively), indicated that 10% to 20% o f team
meetings were used to discuss teaming issues, whereas 45.9% (n = 27) o f classroom
teachers indicated that teaming issues were discussed only 1% to 9% o f the time.
Sometimes, students sharing similar problems (i.e. behavior issues, social issues), or
students who can be planned for similarly are discussed at team meetings. These data
shows the groups o f students were usually discussed by administrators and classroom
teachers (36.8%, n = 7 and 37.9%, n = 22) 1% to 9% of the time, whereas 35.9% (n = 14)
special educators indicated that groups o f students were discussed 10% to 20% o f the
time. Additionally, administrators and classroom teachers indicated that school issues
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were discussed 10% to 20% o f the time (36.8%, n = 7 and 45.0%, n = 18), whereas
46.6% (n = 27) of classroom teachers reported that school issues were only discussed 1%
to 9% o f the time during team meetings. Finally, administrators and special educators
indicated that the mean number o f students discussed by the school-based team in a year
was 54.38 (SD = 36.994) and 50.33 (SD - 45.359) respectively. This differed from the
responses o f the classroom teachers as they only reported a mean o f 27.19 (SD = 24.569)
students per year being discussed by the team.
Participants indicated that recommendations were made during the school-based
meetings to aid in the service delivery to students with special needs (Table 4). O f the
list o f possible recommendations provided to the participants, the following emerged as
those most frequently made as a result o f the team meetings according to the
administrators responses: curriculum modifications, referral for assessment, and parental
consultation (85.8%, n = 18, 85.0%, n = 17, 81.0%, n = 17). The special educators
indicated that the top three recommendations made from team meetings were curriculum
modifications, monitoring student progress, and parental consultation (66.6%, n = 32,
65.9%, n = 31, 59.6%, n = 28). Finally, the classroom teachers indicated that parental
consultation, curriculum modifications, and parental interviews emerged as primary
recommendations made by the team (68.7%, n = 68, 54.0%, n = 54, 44.0%, n = 44). The
least frequently made recommendations made as a result of team meetings were tragic
events support, the use o f an interpreter and ESL consultation.
Schools Without School-Based Teams. Participants who did not have schoolbased teams in their schools were also asked to comment on the use o f teams (Table 5).
These participants were asked who possible team members would be and what the
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Table 5
No School-Based Team Information by Category: Possible Team Members and Team Goalsa

Possible Team
Participants

Possible Team Goals

Principal/Vice-Principal
Classroom Teacher
Special Education Teacher
Educational Assistant
Social Worker
Behavioral Specialist
Psychologist
Speech Pathologist
Parent
Board Consultant
Facilitate Referrals
Coordinate Team
Monitor Referrals
Plan Interventions
Coordinate Counseling
Multidisciplinary Consultation
Prevention Programs
Monitor Student Progress

Principals/VicePrincipals
(n=6)
% (N)

Special Education
Teachers
(n=12)
% (N)

Classroom
Teachers
(n=22)
% (N)

100.0 (6)
100.0 (6)
83.3 (5)
83.3 (5)
83.3 (5)
66.7 (4)
50.0 (3)
50.0 (3)
50.0 (3)
16.6 (2)
83.3 (5)
83.3 (5)
83.3 (5)
83.3 (5)
83.3 (5)
66.6 (4)
66.6 (4)
40.0 (2)

83.3 (10)
91.6(11)
91.6(11)
75.0 (9)
41.6 (5)
50.0 (6)
41.6 (5)
41.6(5)
33.3 (4)
33.3 (4)
58.3 (7)
50.0 (6)
36.4 (4)
72.8 (8)
45.5 (5)
63.7 (7)
45.5 (5)
63.7 (7)

90.9 (20)
95.5 (21)
100.0 (22)
95.5 (21)
27.7 (10)
27.7 (10)
19.5 (7)
19.5 (7)
33.2(12)
33.2(12)
76.2 (16)
76.2 (16)
71.5 (15)
81.0(17)
61.9(13)
71.5 (15)
85.7(18)
52.4(11)

aThe data on this table was derived from participants who indicated that they did not have a school team. The participants were asked
if they had a team, who should be a member and what should the goals be.
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possible team goals might be.
The number o f participants who indicated that their school did not have a team
was quite low with only six administrators, 12 special educators and 22 classroom
teachers indicating that they did not have a team. However, from this group o f
participants, they were in fair agreement that administrators, classroom teachers, special
educators, educational assistants, and social workers should definitely be a part o f a
school-based team. The levels o f agreement for other members o f the school-based team
(behavior specialist, psychologist, speech pathologist, parents, and board consultants)
varied between participants and the percentages indicated for these other possible team
members were much lower than the five main members indicated by the participants.
When asked about the possible team goals, the responses varied between the
participants. The data in this section represent the percentage o f respondents who have
deemed the goals to be important or extremely important to the respondent. Respondents
were asked to rank the level o f importance o f each goal using a four point scale ranging
from not important to extremely important. According to the administrators, the goals
that would be most important included facilitating referrals, coordinating the team,
monitoring referrals, planning interventions, and coordinating counseling (83.3%, n = 5,
83.3%, n = 5, 83.3%, n = 5, 83.3%, n = 5, and 83.3%, n = 5). For the special educator
group, the most important goals would be planning interventions, multi-disciplinary
consultation and monitoring student progress (72.8%, n = 8, 63.7%, n = 7, 63.7%, n = 7).
Finally, classroom teachers indicated that planning prevention programs, planning
interventions, facilitating referrals, and coordinating the team would be most important
(85.7%, n = 18, 81.0%, n = 17, 76.2%, n = 16, 76.2%, n = 16). These findings differ
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from the participants who had school-based teams as all o f the goals were considered
extremely important by the respondents with a school-based team.
In summary, school-based special education teams may vary in terms o f the
participating members, the issues discussed, the goals o f the team and the
recommendations that come from the team. However, the participants indicated that
administrators, classroom teachers, special educators and educational assistants are the
essential members that make up a team. They also indicated that members need to meet
as required to ensure that students are referred to the services that are needed and that
interventions and monitoring o f progress are in place for students with exceptionalities.
It is also clear that the participants mainly discuss individual students during team
meetings and that recommendations regarding curriculum modifications, behavior,
consultation with the family and the need for social work usually result from these team
meetings. Participants without school-based teams indicated that principals, special
educators, classroom teachers, and educational assistants should be part o f the team and
that team goals should be based on facilitating referrals, coordinating the team and
planning interventions for students. It is important to note however that the responses
tended to vary more for this group o f participants compared to the participants with
teams.
School-based teaming and effective service delivery may certainly prove to be a
challenge for schools depending on the staff allocation and the number, type, and severity
o f the students with exceptionalities. School-based collaboration and effective service
delivery may also be a challenge due to the different opinions and perceptions about
collaboration, job roles, and available support. These are discussed next.

96

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Participant Perceptions
Collaboration. As evidenced in the literature review, successful collaboration is
an essential component in making school-based teams effective (Blue-Banning et al.,
2004; Gable & Manning, 1999; Patriarcha & Lamb, 1993; Rea, McLaughlin & WalterThomas, 2002; Villa & Thousand, 2003; Whitten & Dieker, 1993). The perceptions of
effective collaboration, job roles, available support, and student success by teachers,
administration, and special educators can have a direct impact on whether or not schoolbased teams are effective in delivering services to students with exceptionalities. In
looking at the results, it is clear the special educators are significantly less satisfied with
school collaboration between stakeholders than the administrators and the classroom
teachers (Table 6). Survey questions were scored on a six point rating scale where a
score o f one indicated strongly disagree and a score o f six indicated strongly agree. A
one-way ANOVA reveals that special education teachers agree significantly less than
principals and teachers with the fact that classroom teachers work collaboratively with
special education teachers to develop IEPs, F{2, 167) = 8.634, p < .001. Additionally,
special education teachers agree significantly less than classroom teachers that classroom
teachers take responsibility for students with exceptionalities in their classrooms, F(2,
171) = 19.056, p < .001. Special educators also agree significantly less than
administrators and teachers that classroom teachers collaborate with special educators
equally in the teaming process, F(2, 166) = 6.530, p < .010. Special educators do not
agree with classroom teachers that teachers implement the goals and strategies found in
the IEP, F(2, 170) = 12.805, p < .001 nor do they evaluate students based on these goals
and strategies, F(2, 171) = 13.599, p < .001. Although there was no significant
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Table 6
Perceptions o f Stakeholders on Collaboration, Administrative Support and Student Successa

Collaboration

Principals/ VicePrincipals

Special Education
Teachers

Classroom
Teachers

(n=29)

(n=67)

(n=164)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

Classroom Teacher works
collaboratively with the
special education teacher to
develop IEPs.

4.71 (1.19)

3.88 (1.29)

4.80(1.22)

8.634***
(2, 167)

T,P > ST

Classroom Teachers take
responsibility for students
with exceptionalities.

4.24(1.41)

3.51 (1.39)

4.86(1.13)

19.056***
(2, 171)

T > ST

The classroom teacher and the
special education teacher
collaborate equally in the
teaming process.

4.05 (1.28)

2.85 (1.17)

3.52(1.37)

6.530**

T,P > ST

Classroom teachers
implement the goals and
strategies in the IEP.

4.10(1.38)

3.67(1.35)

4.74(1.14)

12.805***
(2, 170)

T > ST

Classroom teachers evaluate
students with exceptionalities
based on the goals o f the IEP.

4.19(1.60)

3.67(1.45)

4.81 (1.08)

13.599***
(2, 171)

T > ST

Group
Differences6
F(dJ)

(2, 166)
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There is adequate time to
collaborate with classroom
teachers.

2.90 (1.136)

2.22(1.146)

2.36(1.342)

ns

There is a cooperative
atmosphere at my school.

5.00(1.095)

4.49(1.308)

4.69 (1.205)

ns

There is a direct link between
collaboration and the success
of students with special needs.

5.10 (.700)

4.57(1.129)

4.79 (.967)

ns

Educational assistants
collaborate with general
educators to develop IEPs.

4.05 (1.72)

3.12(1.53)

4.06(1.44)

6 . 101 * *

Educational assistants
collaborate with special
educators to develop IEPs.

4.43 (1.43)

Educational assistants play a
major role in delivering
curriculum to students with
exceptionalities.

5.19(1.08)

Parents contribute to the
implementation o f their
child’s IEP.

4.29(1.06)

There is a direct link between
the IEP and the success o f
students with exceptionalities.

5.24 (.831)

Parents play an active role in
the development o f their
child’s IEP.

4.29(1.454)

T > ST

(2, 161)
3.09(1.39)

3.77(1.48)

6.513**

T,P > ST

(2, 165)
4.48 (1.36)

5.11 (1.00)

5.598**

T > ST

(2, 167)

3.30(1.30)

3.59(1.51)

3.432*

P > ST

(2, 167)
4.55 (1.09)

4.65 (.950)

3.906*
(2, 170)
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Administrative
Support

Staff members are recognized
for a job well done.

5.64 (.581)

I am an integral part o f the
staff.

5.73 (.767)

I can count on my
principal/vice principal to
help develop IEPs.c

3.00 (.926)

I can count on my
principal/vice principal to
meet with parents o f students
with exceptionalities.

3.82 (.395)

I can count on my
principal/vice principal to
arrange for additional support
staff when required.

5.00(1.02)

4.77(1.35)

4.743**

P>T

(2, 168)
5.20(1.05)

5.16 (.967)

3.158*

P>T

(2, 169)
2.27 (.949)

2.23 (1.08)

5.186**

P > T,ST

(2, 164)
3.12 (.832)

3.41 (.893)

6.465**

P > T,ST

(2, 166)

2.80 (.901)

3.59 (.666)

3.02 (1.00)

5.096**

P > T,ST

(2, 163)

I can count on my
principal/vice principal to
handle behavior issues o f
students with exceptionalities.

3.77 (.528)

I can count on my
principal/vice principal to
support new initiatives
developed by the special
education teacher/team.

3.82 (.395)

3.20 (.813)

3.19 (.896)

4.622*

P > T,ST

(2, 166)

3.50 (.679)

3.35 (.798)

3.944*
(2, 163)
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I can count on my
principal/vice principal to
take into consideration the
needs o f students with
exceptionalities when
planning school events.

3.77 (.429)

I can count on my
principal/vice principal
provide assistance with
administrative policies.

3.59 (.503)

3.40 (.734)

3.36 (.853)

ns

I can count on my
principal/vice principal
participate as an active
member o f the school-based
special education team.

3.68 (.568)

3.38 (.628)

3.32 (.838)

ns

The principal/vice-principal
promotes collaboration and
teamwork between classroom
teachers and special
educators.*1

5.64 (.581)

4.79(1.06)

4.73 (1.29)

5.578***
(2, 167)

P > T,ST

4.586**

P>T

The principal/vice-principal
provides special education
professional development
opportunities.

3.36 (.791)

3.35 (.759)

3.117*

P>T

(2, 166)

5.23 (1.02)

4.70(1.04)

4.39 (1.33)

(2, 168)
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The principal/vice-principal
creates opportunities for
general and special educators
to collaborate and develop
student IEPs.

Student
Success

4.07(1.44)

5.36 (1.05)

4.04(1.41)

8.794**

P > T,ST

(2, 168)

The principal/vice-principal
plays a critical role in
decision-making regarding
matters in special education.

5.55 (.800)

5.07 (8.56)

4.84(1.20)

The principal/vice-principal
offers support to resolve
issues.

5.73 (.456)

The principal/vice-principal
enforces school rules for
student conduct.

5.55 (.596)

5.09(1.137)

4.87(1.353)

The principal/vice-principal
interacts positively with
students with exceptionalities.

5.73 (.550)

5.42 (.763)

5.22 (1.028)

The principal/vice-principal is
knowledgeable in matters o f
special education.

5.48 (.873)

5.07 (.910)

5.09 (1.200)

The principal/vice-principal
promotes an inclusive
environment.

5.68 (.646)

5.14 (.718)

5.15 (1.077)

I feel student needs are being
adequately met.

4.00(1.14)

2.86(1.25)

3.54 (1.27)

4.072*

P>T

(2, 167)

5.16(1.05)

4.92 (1.27)

4.766**

P>T

(2, 168)

7.078**
(2, 166)
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I feel that the classroom
teachers are adequately
involved in the collaborative
process contributing to their
students’ success.

3.86(1.46)

3.66(1.18)

4.27(1.02)

4.795**

I am satisfied with the
progress made by students
with exceptionalities.

4.05 (.865)

I feel that the inclusive
classroom/school is the best
placement for students with
exceptionalities.

4.29(1.27)

I feel that students with
exceptionalities in my school
are making social gains.

4.57 (1.207)

4.21 (.888)

4.26 (1.047)

ns

Parents report satisfaction
with their child’s progress.

4.24 (.831)

4.07 (.828)

4.31 (.990)

ns

Students with exceptionalities
do not appear to be happy at
my school.

1.81 (1.078)

2.07 (.932)

2.01 (1.047)

ns

Students bully and/or tease
the students with
exceptionalities at my school.

2.52 (1.327)

2.42 (.906)

2.51 (1.195)

ns

Students with exceptionalities
are accepted by their peers.

4.19(1.123)

4.09(1.151)

4.33 (1.141)

ns

T > ST

(2, 166)

3.72 (.959)

4.28 (1.12)

4.324*

T > ST

(2, 164)
3.53 (1.12)

3.21 (1.33)

6.480**
(2, 166)

103

P>T

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

There should be higher
academic expectations for
identified students.

3.62(1.161)

3.20(1.054)

3.54(1.097)

ns

Classroom teachers are
adequately prepared to work
with students with
exceptionalities.

2.81 (1.250)

2.84(1.252)

3.32 (1.275)

ns

aMost o f the items on the table were scored on a 6-point rating scale (1= strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree).
b“P” represents the Principals and Vice-Principals, “ST” represents the Special Education Teachers, and “T” represents the Classroom
Teachers
cThe questions on the table that begin with “I can count on my principal...” were scored using a 4-point rating scale (l= Never to
4=Always).
dThe 6-point scale resumes with the question “The principal/vice-principal promotes collaboration and teamwork between classroom
teachers and special educators” in the Administrative support section
* p<.05
** p<.01
*** p<.001
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difference between the participant groups about having adequate time to collaborate, the
principals, special education teachers, and classroom teachers felt that they did not have
enough time for collaboration (M = 2.90, SD = 1.136, M = 2.22, SD = 1.146, M = 2.36,
SD = 1.342). There was also no significant difference in agreement when the participants
were asked about having a cooperative atmosphere in their school and if there is a direct
link between collaboration and the success o f students with exceptionalities. Both o f
these questions showed a high level o f agreement indicating that in fact there was a
cooperative atmosphere in the participants’ school and that there is a direct link between
collaborating and student success.
As mentioned earlier, educational assistants play a role on the school-based team
and therefore need to be members o f the collaboration process. However, there is a
statistical difference between the perceptions o f classroom teachers and special education
teachers regarding educational assistant involvement in the collaborative process and
students with special needs. Special education teachers agree significantly less with
classroom teachers that educational assistants collaborate with classroom teachers to
create IEPs, F(2, 161) = 6.101, p < .010. Classroom teachers and principals disagree with
special educators that educational assistants collaborate with special educators to create
IEPs, F(2, 165) = 6.513, p < .010. Special educators also agree significantly less than
classroom teachers that educational assistants play a major role in delivering curriculum
to students with exceptionalities, F(2, 167) = 5.598, p < .010.
Finally, parents should also be a part o f the collaborative process, yet special
educators agree significantly less than administrators, F(2, 167) = 3.432, p < .05, that
parents contribute to the implementation o f the IEP. In fact, both classroom teachers and

105

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

special educators agree significantly less than administrators, F(2, 170) = 3.906, p < .05,
that there is even a link between the IEP and student success. However, when the
participants were asked about parental involvement in the development o f the IEP no
significant difference was found. In sum, special educators indicate that there is an
inequity in the collaboration process. This inequity may in fact have adverse
consequences for successful service delivery to students with special needs.
Administrative Support. In the current study, the concept o f administrative
support included items such as job recognition, promoting collaboration, offering support
to solve conflicts, meeting with parents o f exceptional students, and supporting new
initiatives as it relates to services for students with special needs. This type of
administrative support is considered essential to foster the type o f environment that is
conducive to successful teaming as discussed in the literature review (Barnet & MondaAmaya, 1998; Daane et al., 2000; DiPaolo & Walther-Thomas, 2003; Praisner, 2003;
Salisbury & McGregor, 2002).
In the current study the classroom teachers reported less satisfaction with the
amount o f support given by administration compared to administrators’ self-perception
and that o f the special educators (Table 6). The majority of these questions were rated on
a six point scale. The questions in this section that begin with “I can count on my
principal” were rated on a four point scale with one indicating “never” and four
indicating “always”. Classroom teachers agreed significantly less than administrators
that they are recognized for a job well done, F(2, 168) = 4.743, p < .010 and that they
don’t always feel as though they are an integral part o f the school staff, F (2, 169) =
3.158, p < .05. Compared to administrator’s self-perception o f support, classroom
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teachers and special education teachers didn’t feel they could always count on school
administrators when it came to things such as help developing IEPs, F(2, 164) = 5.186, p
< .010, meeting with parents o f exceptional children, F(2, 166) = 6.465, p < .010, and for
arranging for additional support staff, F(2, 163) = 5.096, p < .010. Classroom teachers
and special education teachers, F(2, 166) = 4.622, p <.05, also agreed significantly less
than the administrators that they could count on their administrator to handle behavior
issues o f students with special needs. Classroom teachers agreed significantly less than
administrators that they could count on their administrator to support new initiatives F(2,
163) = 3.944, p < .05 and take into consideration identified students when planning
school events F(2, 166) = 3.117, p < .05. However, no significant difference was shown
between the groups when asked if they could count on their principal to assist with
administrative policies and be a part o f the school-based special education team. The
level agreement for these non-significant items was such that all three groups believed
that administrators would often help with policies and often be a part o f the school team.
Support for collaboration is critical if it is to be successful. Classroom teachers
and special educators agreed significantly less than administrators, F(2, 167) = 5.578, p <
.001, that administrators promote collaboration and teamwork between classroom
teachers and special educators. Significant differences were found in the perceptions
between the administrators and the classroom teachers in terms o f creating opportunities
for professional development, F(2, 168) = 4.586, p < .010. Classroom teachers and
special education teachers agreed significantly less than administrators that principals
create opportunities for special educators and classroom teachers to collaborate together,
F(2, 168) = 8.794, p < .010. Classroom teachers agreed significantly less than the
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administrative group that administrators play a critical role in decision-making as it
relates to special education F(2, 167) = 4.072, p < .05 and that they offer support to help
resolve issues F(2, 168) = 4.766, p < .010.
No significant differences were found between the participant groups regarding
administration enforcing school rules, administration interacting positively with students
with special needs, principals being knowledgeable about special education matters, and
administration promoting an inclusive environment. All three participant groups agreed
that administrators did all o f these things (Table 6). Nevertheless, the perceived lack o f
support for classroom teachers and in some cases for special education teachers, may
point to why collaborative efforts to date have not been met with overt successes.
Student Success.

The goal o f teaming and collaboration should always be the

success o f the student. However, when the participants were surveyed regarding the
achievement o f the students in their schools, the perceptions of student success varied.
Items in this section were ranked using a six point scale where one indicated strongly
disagree and six indicated strongly agree. On the whole, special educators were
significantly less satisfied with the level o f student success compared to the classroom
teachers and administrators. Special educators reported being significantly less satisfied
than classroom teachers and administrators that student needs were being met F(2, 166) =
7.078, p < .010. Special education teachers also reported being less satisfied than
classroom teachers with the level o f classroom teacher participation in collaboration
contributing to student success, F(2, 166) = 4.795, p < .010, and as a result, special
educators felt less satisfied than classroom teachers with the progress made by students
with exceptionalities, F(2, 164) = 4.324, p < .05. Nevertheless, it was the classroom
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teachers who reported the least amount o f agreement that the inclusive classroom is the
best placement for student with special needs, F(2, 166) = 6.480, p < .010.
There were a number o f questions for which no significant differences were
found. Again, these questions were rated on a six point rating scale where one indicated
strong disagreement and six indicated strong agreement. The participant groups
somewhat agreed that students with special needs were making social gains at school.
The groups also somewhat agreed that parents report satisfaction with their child’s
progress at school. The groups disagreed that students with special needs are not happy
at school and that they get bullied by their peers. In fact, the groups somewhat agreed that
students with special needs are accepted by their peers. In terms o f academic
expectations, the respondents somewhat disagreed that higher academic expectations
should be implemented for students with needs. However, all o f the respondents
disagreed that classroom teachers are adequately prepared to work with students with
special needs.
Job Roles. Both classroom teachers and special educators are feeling the stress of
the special education system in terms o f the amount o f paperwork required, the increased
caseloads, and the lack o f human resources to support students with special needs in a
school/classroom (Table 7). The participants were asked specific questions about their
job roles based on a six point scale where one indicated strong disagreement and six
indicated strong agreement. Classroom and special education teachers feel that there are
not enough support services for students with exceptionalities such as psychologists,
social workers, and behavior specialists to support the students and school personnel (M
= 2.39, SD = 1.49, M = 1.37, SD = .771). Classroom teachers also do not agree that
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Table 7
Areas o f Role Satisfaction within the Stakeholder Groupsa
Principals/VicePrincipals

Special Education
Teacher

Classroom
Teachers

(n=29)

(n=67)

(n=164)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

1.37 (.771)

2.39 (1.49)

There are enough support services for students
with exceptionalities (Psychologists, Social
Workers, Behaviour Specialists etc.)
There is a balance between serving students
with exceptionalities and effective instruction
to all students in the class.
A teacher’s workload is reasonable.

My opinion about inclusion varies depending
on the nature and severity of the disability.

F (df)

2.88 (1.43)

—

—

2.69(1.24)

There are adequate resources available to
effectively teach students with
exceptionalities.
I deliver instruction in a way that benefits
students with and without special needs.

Group
Differencesb

2.68 (1.34)

—

2.96(1.35)

—

—

5.27 (.765)

--------

—

—

5.06(1.234)

--------

I am satisfied with the special education
services provided to students with
exceptionalities.

3.21 (1.347)
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There are a variety of services available to
students with exceptionalities in my school.

3.53 (1.237)

I am not provided with adequate training to
serve the students with exceptionalities in my
classroom.

3.71 (1.523)

I feel well supported by the special education
teacher in my school.

3.83(1.519)

I engage in co-teaching with the special
educator.

3.59(1.485)

I believe students with special needs grow
more academically than socially.

3.22(1.263)

I feel there are more behavior problems in my
classroom because o f the students with
exceptionalities.

3.35 (1.668)

I feel fulfilled in my role as a classroom
teacher.

4.76(1.017)

I collaborate with parents in the development
of the child’s IEP.

4.32(1.373)

I feel frustrated that students are being denied
service due to ministry criteria.

4.36(1.537)

There is a balance between serving students
with exceptionalities and doing the necessary
paperwork and assessments.

2.89(1.34)

Too much time is spent meeting with support
personnel.

2.96(1.17)
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I feel identified students are better served
when they are pulled out o f their classroom
and needs are met in a resource room.

4.46(1.328)

I feel that identified students should be taught
in a special classroom for students with
similar abilities.

4.04(1.382)

Co-teaching is an effective means of
delivering special education services to an
entire classroom of students.

4.30(1.245)

I am satisfied in my role as a special
education teacher.

4.05 (1.446)

Student caseloads are overwhelming.

3.70(1.562)

I am able to provide the required services and
academic programming required for the
success o f identified students.

3.62 (1.248)

The role o f the school-based special education
team is clearly defined.

3.09(1.360)

I have access to professional development
opportunities throughout the year.

3.87 (1.342)

As an administrator, I share decision-making
with staff.0

3.57 (.676)

As an administrator, I lead by example.

3.76 (.436)

As an administrator, I promote an inclusive
environment.

3.76 (.539)

As an administrator, I promote active learning
communities.

3.62 (.590)
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As an administrator, I promote learning and
collaboration.

3.62 (.590)

As an administrator, I have a vision that
integrates both special and general education.

3.62 (.740)

As an administrator, I promote and
communicate my vision.

3.38 (.669)

As an administrator, I promote professional
development opportunities.

3.52 (.680)

As an administrator, I involve parents in
decision-making as partners in education.

3.33 (.658)

As an administrator, I use reflective practices.

3.43 (.676)

As an administrator, I promote change.

3.52 (.680)

As an administrator, I strike a balance
between instructional leadership and
management tasks.

3.33 (.730)

As an administrator, I develop professional
opportunities for staff.

3.33 (.730)

As an administrator, I create time and
opportunities for disclosure.

3.29 (.784)

The required paperwork is reasonable/

1.67(1.07)

3.09(1.51)

2.98 (1.46)

8.280***
(2, 174)

113

ST,T>P

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Special education teachers provide adequate
support to students with special needs.

4.43 (.978)

2.78 (1.25)

4.07(1.49)

Classroom teachers are adequately prepared to
work with students with special needs.

3.32 (1.275)

2.81 (1.275)

2.84 (1.252)

16.763***
(2, 175)
3.051*

P,T>ST

—

(2, 166)

aMost of the items on the table were scored on a 6-point rating scale (1= strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree!
b“P” represents the Principals and Vice-Principals, “ST” represents the Special Education Teachers, and “T” represents the Classroom
Teachers.
cThe questions on the table that begin with “As an administrator.. were scored using a 4-point rating scale (l=N ever to 4=Always).
dThe 6-point scale resumes with the question “The required paperwork is reasonable”.
* p<.05
** p<.01
*** p<.001
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there is a balance between serving students with exceptionalities in the classroom and
delivering effective instruction to all students in the class (M = 2.88, SD = 1.43).
Additionally, classroom teachers do not feel as though their workload is reasonable (M =
2.68, SD = 1.34) nor do classroom and special education teachers feel that they have
adequate resources to use with students with exceptionalities (M = 2.96, SD = 1.35 M =
2.69, SD = 1.24). Often times, a teacher’s ability to teach all students is compromised by
the amount o f individual time required to meet the needs of each student with special
needs especially when they do not have the human or material resources to support their
efforts.
In terms o f service delivery to students with special needs, classroom teachers felt
that they deliver instruction in a way that benefits students with and without special
needs (M = 5.27, SD = .765), although, they admitted that their opinion about inclusion
varies depending on the nature and severity o f the child’s disability (M = 5.06, SD =
1.234). Classroom teachers indicated that they weren’t fully satisfied with special
education services provided to students with exceptionalities (M = 3.21, SD = 1.347) and
that there w asn’t a variety o f services available to them in the school context (M = 3.53,
SD=1.237). Teachers somewhat disagreed that they had adequate training to serve
students with needs (M = 3.71, SD = 1.523) and that teachers w eren’t always being well
supported by the special educators in their schools (M = 3.71, SD = 1.519). In this same
vein, classroom teachers somewhat disagreed that they engage in co-teaching with special
educators (M = 3.59, SD = 1.458). They also disagree that students grow more
academically than socially (M = 3.22, SD = 1.263) and that there are more behavior
problems in the classroom because o f identified students (M = 3.35, SD = 1.668).
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Finally, when classroom teachers were asked if they were satisfied in their role as an
educator, they agreed (M = 4.76, SD = 1.017). The teachers believe that they collaborate
with parents regarding the development o f the IEP (M = 4.32, SD = 1.373) but that they
feel frustrated when students are denied services due to Ministry criteria (M = 4.36, SD =
1.537).
Similarly, special educators also indicate that there is a competition for their time
between serving students with exceptionalities and administrative tasks. Special
educators do not think there is an appropriate balance between completing assessments
and paperwork and as a result service to the actual student is often times second to the
administrative tasks o f the job (M = 2.89, SD = 1.34), although, they thought that
meetings with support personnel did not get in the way o f working with students (M =
2.96, SD = 1.17). What's more, special education teachers believed that students with
needs are better served when they are pulled out o f their classroom and taught in a
resource room (M = 4.46, SD = 1.328). They agreed that students with needs should be
taught in a special classroom for students with similar abilities (M = 4.04, SD = 1.382),
however, they also agreed that co-teaching is an effective means o f delivering special
education services to an entire classroom o f students (M = 4.30, SD = 1.245). Special
educators somewhat agreed that they were satisfied in their role as special educator (M =
4.05, SD = 1.446), they somewhat disagreed that student caseloads were overwhelming
(M = 3.70, SD = 1.562), but they somewhat disagreed that they were able to provide the
required services and academic programming required for the success o f identified
students (M = 3.62, SD = 1.248). Finally, special educators somewhat disagreed that (M
= 3.09, SD = 1.360) the role o f the school-based special education team is clearly defined
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and that (M = 3.87, SD = 1.342) special educators have access to professional
development opportunities throughout the year.
Principals by comparison, ranked themselves very high in their ability to serve
students with needs and support staff. The questions posed o f the administrators were
rated on a four point scale where one indicated never and four indicated always. The
principals indicated that they often share decision-making with staff (M = 3.57, SD =
.676). They often lead by example (M = 3.76, SD = .436) and promote an inclusive
environment (M = 3.76, SD = .539). Administrators also shared that they promote active
learning communities (M = 3.62, SD = .590) as well as learning and collaboration (M =
3.62, SD = .590). Additionally, this group believes that they have a vision that integrates
both special and general education (M = 3.62, SD = .740) and that they promote this
vision (M = 3.38, SD = .669). They promote professional development opportunities (M
= 3.52, SD = .680) and they involve parents in decision-making as partners in education
(M = 3.33, SD = .658). As administrators, they reported using reflective practices (M =
3.43, SD = .676), promote change (M = 3.52, SD = .680), and strike a balance between
instructional leadership and management tasks (M = 3.33, SD = .730). Administrators
also believe that they develop professional opportunities for staff (M = 3.33, SD = .730)
and finally that they create opportunities for disclosure (M = 3.29, SD = .784).
Some of the questions in the survey pertaining to job role were asked o f all three
groups. The results for these questions were mixed. When asked if the amount of
paperwork for the given job is reasonable, it was the administrative group that reported
feeling that paperwork was not reasonable for classroom teacher and special educators,
F(2, 174) = 8.280, p < .001, compared to the other two groups. This perspective may
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encompass the paperwork required o f the job in its entirety as opposed to being restricted
to the area o f special education. In terms o f services for students with special needs,
special educators did not feel F(2, 175) = 16.763, p < .001 they are able to provide
adequate support to students with special needs compared to the principals and classroom
teachers. This negative perception by the special educators o f their own ability to
adequately provide services to students with special needs is troubling and speaks to the
fact that the actual job o f the special educator may need to be changed in order to render
greater job satisfaction and teacher effectiveness in the role (Billingsley et al., 2004;
Gersten, et ah, 1995; Giangreco, 2003). Finally, when asked if classroom teachers were
adequately prepared to work with students with special needs, the classroom teachers and
special educators reported classroom teachers being less adequately prepared, F (2, 166) =
3.051, p < .05, than the administrators. This suggests the need for more training in order
that job satisfaction may increase along with student success.
School-Based Teams and Participant Response. Because one o f the purposes of
this investigation was to study the effects o f school-based teams on service delivery to
students with special needs, one way ANOVAS were used to determine if there was a
significant effect o f having school-based teams on the responses given by the participants
in the study (Table 8). Only items resulting in significant differences between the groups
are presented in the table and discussed below. The results clearly show that there were
significant differences in perceptions between the groups depending on the presence or
absence o f a school-based team. The administrators’ and special educators’ responses
were affected to a much lesser extent by the presence or lack of a school-based team than
the responses given by the classroom teachers.
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In looking at collaborative practices in schools from the classroom teachers’
perspective, the responses are significantly affected by the use o f formal school-based
teams compared with those schools that have informal teams or no teams at all. When
the teachers were asked if there was a cooperative atmosphere in the school, those who
had formal school-based teams agreed significantly more than those who had informal
teams or no teams at all F(2, 104) = 11.403, p < .001. Teachers working in schools with
formal school-based teams also agreed more strongly that classroom teachers work
collaboratively with special education teachers to develop IEPs, F(2, 103) = 14.954, p <
.001, and that the classroom teacher and special education teacher participate equally in
the teaming process, F(2, 103) = 5.229, p < .001, compared to those teachers having
either informal or no teams in their schools. Classroom teachers with formal school
teams also agree significantly more that student needs are adequately being met F(2, 102)
= 3.933, p < . 05.
In terms of writing IEPs for students with special needs, teachers coming from
schools with formal school-based teams believed more strongly that parents contribute to
the development of the IEP, F{2, 103 ) = 8.438, p < .001, and that parents contribute to
the implementation o f the IEP, F(2, 107) = 7.017, p < .010, than those teachers who had
informal or no teams. Those with formal school-based teams also agreed significantly
more than those with no teams that educational assistants collaborate with special
educators to create IEPs, F(2, 100) = 4.025, p < .05. Teachers with formal school-based
teams agreed significantly more than those with no teams that they evaluate students
based on the goals of the IEP, F ( l, 104) = 4.070, p < .05. Finally, teachers with formal
teams agreed more than those with informal and no teams that the paperwork required
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Table 8
Teaming and Participants ’ Response: The Extent to Which Teaming Impacted Participant Response by Groupa

TeachersCollaboration

Formal Team
(n=75)

Informal Team
(n=75)

No Team
(n=i9)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

There is a cooperative
atmosphere at my school.

5.16 (.921)

Classroom teachers work
collaboratively with special
education teachers to develop
IEPs.

5.40 (.736)

The classroom teacher and
special education teacher
participate equally in the
teaming process.

3.75 (1.38)

I feel student needs are
adequately being met.

3.90(1.242)

Parents contribute to the
development o f their child’s IEP.

4.48 (1.29)

Parents contribute to the
implementation o f their child’s
IEP.

4.17(1.46)

4.51 (1.16)

3.62(1.45)

F (df)
11.403***

Group
Differences'5

F > IT,NT

(2, 104)
4.51 (1.18)

3.77(1.64)

14.954***

F > IT,NT

(2, 103)

3.64(1.21)

2.46(1.33)

5.229**

F,IT > NT

(2, 103)

3.32 (1.253)

3.00 (1.155)

3.933*

———

(2, 102)
3.56 (1.42)

3.00(1.53)

8.438***

F > IT,NT

(2, 103)
3.25 (1.28)

2.85 (1.68)

7.017**
(2, 102)
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TeachersAdministrative
Support

Educational Assistants
collaborate with special
education teachers to develop
IEPs.

4.17(1.49)

Classroom teachers evaluate
identified students based on the
goals o f their IEPs.

5.08 (.702)

The paperwork required of a
classroom teacher is reasonable.

3.90(1.24)

I feel I am an integral part of
staff.

5.40 (.962)

The principal/vice-principal
provides special education
professional development
opportunities.

4.79(1.25)

The principal/vice-principal
promotes collaboration between
classroom teachers and special
educators.

5.13 (1.06)

The principal/vice-principal
creates opportunities for
classroom teachers and special
educators to collaborate.

4.50 (1.43)

The principal/vice-principal
promotes an inclusive school
environment.

5.42 (.942)

3.62(1.40)

3.00(1.16)

4.025*

F > NT

(2, 100)

4.76(1.07)

4.23 (1.54)

4.070*

F > NT

(1, 104)
3.32(1.25)

3.00(1.16)

9.394**

F > IT,NT

(2, 107)
5.11 (.859)

4.46(1.05)

5.268**

F > NT

(1,103)
4.20(1.27)

3.54(1.33)

5.819*

F > NT

(2, 103)

4.59(1.26)

3.77 (1.59)

6.816**

F > NT

(2, 102)

3.84(1.24)

3.00(1.23)

7 3 4 3 **

F>N T

(2, 103)

5.02(1.91)

4.62 (.961)

3.534*
(2, 101)
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The principal/vice-principal
enforces the school rules for
student conduct.

5.13(1.27)

The principal/vice-principal
offers support when problems
arise.

5.15 (1.19)

The principal/vice-principal
interacts positively with students
with exceptionalities.

5.50 (.923)

The principal/vice-principal
plays a critical role in decisions
regarding matter in special
education.

5.13 (1.20)

I can count on my principal/vice
principal to meet with parents of
children with exceptionalities.0

3.22(1.42)

I can count on my principal/vice
principal to provide assistance
with administrative policy.

3.23 (.840)

I can count on my principal/vice
principal to participate as an
active member o f the schoolbased special education team.

3.58 (.679)

I can count on my principal/vice
principal to arrange for
additional support when needed.

3.63 (.606)

4.96(1.19)

3.62(1.61)

7.320**

F,IT > NT

(2, 103)
4.93 (1.20)

4.00(1.47)

4.477*

F > NT

(2, 103)
5.20 (.930)

4.23 (1.17)

9.001***

F,IT > NT

(2, 102)
4.70(1.23)

4.23 (.832)

3.454*

F > NT

(2, 102)

2.91 (1.47)

2.38 (1.50)

4.625***

F, IT > NT

(2, 107)
3.24 (.830)

2.46 (1.05)

14.704*

F,IT > NT

(2, 103)
3.42 (.783)

2.31 (.947)

14.245***

F, IT > NT

(2, 102)
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15.185***

F > IT, NT

(2, 100)

IT > N T
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Principals /
VicePrincipalsCollaboration

I can count on my principal/vice
principal to disseminate
important special education
information from the school
board.

3.46 (.798)

I can count on my principal/vice
principal to support new
initiatives developed by the
special educator/team.

3.66 (.635)

I can count on my principal/vice
principal to handle behavior
issues of students with
exceptionalities.

3.42 (.794)

I can count on my principal/vice
principal to take into
consideration the needs of
students with exceptionalities
when planning school events.

3.56 (.681)

Educational Assistants play an
instrumental role in delivering
curriculum to students with
exceptionalities.

4.67(1.12)

Educational Assistants
collaborate with special
education teachers to develop
IEPs.

3.89(1.45)

3.04 (.878)

2.69(1.03)

7.648**

F > IT,NT

(2 , 101)

3.16 (.805)

2.85 (.899)

8.463**

F > IT,NT

(2, 101)

2.90 (.958)

1.92 (.954)

5.130***

F > NT

(2, 103)

3.25 (.781)

2.92 (.760)

4.616***

F > NT

(2, 101)

5.89 (.333)

5.50 (.707)

5.083*

IT > F

(2, 17)

5.44 (.726)

3.50 (.707)

5.246*
(2, 17)
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5.00(1.00)

5.33 (.707)

3.00 (.141)

F ,IT > NT

(2 , 17)

There is a cooperative
atmosphere at my school.

Special
Education
TeachersAdministrative
Support

5.434*

Every staff member is an
integral part of the school staff.

5.67 (.707)

The principal/vice-principal
promotes an inclusive school
environment.

5.44 (.616)

The principal/vice-principal
promotes collaboration between
classroom teachers and special
educators.

5.06 (.802)

6.00 (.000)

4.50(2.121)

4.008*

IT > N T

(2, 18)
5.00 (.725)

4.50 (.577)

4.134*

F > NT

(2, 39)

4.81 (.981)

3.50(1.73)

4.050*

F >N T

(2, 40)

Most o f the items on the table were scored on a 6-point rating scale (1= strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree).
bOnly items o f significance were placed on this table. “F” represents the Formal School-Based Team, “IT” represents the Informal
School-Based Team, and “NT” represents No School-Based Team.
cThe questions on the table that begin with “I can count on my principal...” were scored using a 4-point rating scale (l=N ever to
4=Always).
* p<.05
** p<.01
*** p<001
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o f them is reasonable, F (2, 107) = 9.394, p < .010.
The classroom teachers’ perception o f administrative support was also
significantly affected by whether or not they had a school-based team in their schools.
Those with formal school-based teams tended to score administrative support to be higher
than those who did not have teams (Table 8). For example, teachers with formal teams
agreed more than those with no teams that they are an integral part o f staff, F ( l, 103) =
5.268, p < .010. Teachers with formal teams compared to those with no teams agreed
significantly more that administration provides professional development opportunities,
promotes collaboration between classroom and special educators, creates opportunities
for collaboration, and promotes an inclusive environment (F(2, 103) = 5.819, p < .05,
F(2, 102) = 6.816, p < .010, F(2, 103) = 7.343, p < .001, F(2, 101) = 3.534, p < .05
respectively). Classroom teachers with formal teams also agree more than those with no
teams that principals enforce the rules for student conduct, offer support when problems
arise, interact positively with identified students, and play an important role in decisions
that have to be made regarding special education (Table 8).
Participants were asked whether or not they could count on administration to
provide support in various ways as it pertained to special education practices. These
items on the survey were scored based on a four point rating scale on which one indicated
“never” and four indicated “always”. Classroom teachers with formal and informal
teams agreed significantly more than those with no teams that they could count on
administration to meet with parents o f identified students; provide assistance with
administrative policies, and to be an active member of the school-based team (F(2, 107) =
4.625, p < .001, F(2, 103) = 14.704, p < .05, F (2, 102) = 14.245, p < .001, respectively).
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Next, classroom teachers with formal teams agreed significantly more than those with
informal or no teams that they can count on administration to arrange for additional
support when needed, disseminate important special education information from the
school board, and to support new initiatives developed by the special education team
(F(2, 100) = 15.185, p < .001, F(2, 101) = 7.648, p < .010, F (2, 101) = 8.463, p < .010,
correspondingly). Finally, classroom teachers with formal teams agreed significantly
more than those with no teams that they could count on principals to handle behavior
issues o f students with exceptionalities F(2, 103) = 5.130, p < .001 and that they take into
consideration the needs o f identified students when planning special school events F(2,
101) = 4.616, p < . 001.
The principals’ responses were affected to a much lesser extent by the presence of
a school-based team compared to the classroom teachers’ responses. Still, their responses
were affected in a few areas. The principals who had informal school-based teams
agreed significantly more than those with formal teams when asked about the extent of
the educational assistants role in delivering curriculum to exceptional students, F(2, 17) =
5.083, p < .05, and when asked about educational assistants collaborating with special
educators, F(2, 17) = 5.246, p < .05. Administrators with formal and informal teams also
believed that their school had a cooperative atmosphere, F(2, 17) = 5.434, p < .05, and
that every staff member was an integral part o f the staff, F(2. 18) = 4.008, p < .05
compared to administrators who did not have a school-based team. Finally, special
education teachers’ responses were the least affected by the presence o f teams as there
were only two survey items that showed a significant difference in agreement based on
the use of school-based teams (Table 8). This could be due in part to the fact that
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whether or not a team exists, it is the job o f the special education teacher to work with
students with special needs, service parents, and coordinate special services in the school.
The data on the use o f school-based teams and participant response do suggest however,
that classroom teachers are significantly affected by the presence o f a school-based team
and that the more support that is offered by way o f the team, the more favorable their
perceptions were about collaboration and serving students with special needs. It is also
interesting to note that having a formal team established in a school tended to render the
highest scores compared to having an informal team that would only meet on an as-needs
basis.
Summary o f the Quantitative Data. Collectively, the preceding data shows that
most schools in this board do have school-based teams but that the majority o f these
teams are o f an informal type and that meetings tend to happen on an as-needs basis. In
general, there are approximately 50 to 60 students who are formally identified as
exceptional and there are approximately three special education teachers and six
educational assistants in a given school. These numbers however do vary from school to
school based on the needs o f the students in that school and the numbers o f students with
special needs. Most o f these students are being served in both the general education
setting and in a resource room. The participating board has indicated that it is a fully
inclusive board however in practice it has been reported that some students are still being
serviced outside o f the regular classroom.
Also, the results o f the survey strongly indicate that special education teachers are
not satisfied with the level o f collaborative efforts in a school particularly with classroom
teachers. They are also dissatisfied with the level o f success they perceive students with
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special needs as obtaining. The classroom teachers have reported being dissatisfied with
the amount o f administrative support when it comes to matters o f special education.
Perhaps the perceived lack of administrative support by the classroom teachers is having
a direct impact on their willingness to participate collaboratively with special educators
which ultimately affects the services being brought to students with special needs.
Classroom teachers and special educators noted two additional barriers: 1) there is an
imbalance between the amount o f paperwork required and servicing students with
exceptionalities; 2) trying to meet the needs o f all students and those that need the extra
assistance. It is for this reason, that successful collaboration is most desired so that
barriers to successful service delivery to students can be removed through a team effort
and student success can be optimized.
Finally, it is important to note that the most positive responses to the survey came
from participants that belonged to formal school-based teams. It is equally important to
realize that the majority of participants indicated only having informal school-based
teams. This is an important finding given the fact that the data clearly show that
classroom teachers are most positively affected by the presence o f a formal team. They
need the support for themselves and also for their students as indicated in the qualitative
data. To develop a more complete understanding o f the perceptions o f the participants,
the qualitative data are presented next.
Qualitative Data Based on Participant Responses to Open-Ended Survey Questions
In addition to the Likert items, there were six open-ended questions in the survey
that allowed the participants to provide more detail regarding their perceptions o f schoolbased teams, collaboration, and how effective service delivery is to students with special
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needs (Table 9). O f the participants who responded to the survey, 55% o f administrators,
52% of special educators and 43% o f classroom teachers responded to the open-ended
questions in the survey. The responses were first categorized for each question and the
frequency o f responses was determined for each theme. Table 9 shows the different
topics that participants discussed as they related to each open-ended question but the
participants’ responses were easily classified into three main themes which included the
need for more special education support personnel, the need for differentiated placement
options, and more professional development for classroom teachers. Although the three
main themes are discussed in this section, there are participant responses that could not
be grouped into one o f the three main themes (Table 9). The quotes included in this
section best represent the responses o f the participants within the context o f a given
theme. In addition, an interview was conducted with senior administration in this school
board. Similar themes emerged from this interview confirming the sentiments o f the
participant groups.
Classroom Teachers ’ Responses.
School-Based Support Personnel. Classroom teachers recognized the value in the
teaming process but very clearly indicated that there just isn’t enough time or proper
personnel to support this endeavor. They report being frustrated with having too few
special education teachers and educational assistants who can provide real and consistent
support to the classroom teacher and to the students. Classroom teachers also indicate
frustration with the lack of availability o f the support staff they do have whose classroom
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Table 9
Percentage o f Participants ’ Responses: Qualitative Survey Questions Categorized by Theme
Overall Area

Professional
Development

Advantages of
School-Based Teams

Disadvantages of
School-Based Teams

Service Delivery
Improvement

Principal/Vice-Principal
(n = 16)
% (S)

Special Education Teacher
(n = 35)
% (n)

Classroom Teacher
(n = 72)
% (a)

18.8(3)
12.5 (2)
12.5 (2)
0
0
0

40(14)
17.1 (6)
5.7(2)
11.2 (4)
2 .9(1)
0

17.1 (13)
14.5(11)
3.9 (3)
17.1 (13)
13.2(10)
6.6 (5)

0
0
0

11.2 (4)
0
11.2 (4)

11.8(9)
11.8(9)
2.6 (2)

Process o f Teaming
Time
Philosophy
None

12.5 (2)
6.3(1)
0
0

2.9(1)
17.1 (6)
2.9(1)
0

3.9
9.2
5.2
2.6

Human Resources
Professional Development
Placement Options
Teaming Needs
Material Resources
Student Behavior
Successful Services

50(8)
25 (4)
12.5 (2)
12.5 (2)
0
0
0

37.1 (13)
28.6(10)
28.6(10)
5.7(2)
0
0
0

Theme

Teaming Needs
Placement Options
External Agencies
Human Resources
Behavior Issues
Early Notification
Student Success
Programming
Support
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(3)
(7)
(4)
(2)

43.4 (33)
0
18.4(14)
15.6(12)
13.2(10)
1.3(1)
2.6 (2)
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Working Conditions
Preference o f Service
Delivery Model

Additional Comments

With Collaboration
Partial Collaboration
Without Collaboration
Placement Options
Human Resources
Professional Development
Teaming Needs
Early Notification
Successful Services
Attitudinal Barrier

0

0

0

100(16)
0
0
12.5 (2)
6.3(1)
6.3(1)
0
0
0
0

88.6 (31)
2 .9(1)
8.6 (3)
17.1 (6)
20 (7)
0
0
0
5.7(2)
0

100 (72)
0
5.2 (4)
10.5 (8)
17.1 (13)
2.6 (2)
7.9 (6)
2.6 (2)
2.6 (2)
1.3 (1)
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schedules are often interrupted by meetings and paperwork requirements. One teacher
emphatically stated:
Increase the number o f Special Education Teachers and the number of
Educational Assistants!
Another teacher commented:
I believe that we need more E.A. and LET [Learning Enrichment Teacher]
support for our students. There are many students who require too much teacher
assistance, which ultimately means less time for the rest o f the class. In my room,
there is one student who needs constant teacher support. I feel as though I am not
devoting enough time to the remaining students in my class. If class sizes were
smaller in the primary grades, this would allow teachers manage their time better
between students in need as well as all the others in the class.
One teacher offers the following solution:
Increased staffing would be the answer, although I do understand that is not
always possible.
Finally, another teacher said:
Students with exceptionalities need more hands-on types of activities/materials.
They are also in need o f more E.A. and LET support, so that less o f the classroom
teacher's time is taken up dealing with issues surrounding exceptional students in
the classroom.
Many classroom teachers feel frustrated by the fact that the special education schedules
that are designed to provide support at specific times in the classroom are interrupted by
parent and administrative meetings during school hours and paperwork demands. As one
teacher stated:
Too much time is missed by special education teachers due to paperwork and
meetings, causing a constantly changing schedule.
Another teacher commented:
We need to make the most of the LET teacher's time, so that more students may
benefit. I think a school-based team needs to let the Special Education
Department, at the Board level, know that the LET teachers need to be available
every day, starting in September. Too many times students suffer because the
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LET teachers are doing paperwork (reports, IEPs), or are in meetings. My
students have missed out countless times this year for various reasons. I feel that
our Board is doing a disservice to many o f our children with special needs. Their
needs are not being met by the present system. Classroom teachers are
overwhelmed planning separate special programs for their special needs' students.
These demands often remove special services from the classroom leaving the classroom
teacher to handle often challenging classroom environments on their own.

The

classroom teachers also point out that they are often the last to know which students are
being placed in their classrooms from year to year, thus leaving them little time to
prepare or investigate particular disabilities in order to best serve the students in the
classroom.
More PD [professional development] or personnel training on specific special
needs before they come into your class in September is required.
Another teacher wrote more specifically:
I would like more information to be forthcoming prior to a student entering the
classroom. The classroom teacher is often left in the dark as to who they are
getting, what their diagnosis may have been, or their exceptionality. I had a
student with PDD [Pervasive Developmental Disorder] this year and was not even
told that I was getting him until I heard about a meeting with the daycare provider
that the principal and the LET [Learning Enrichment Teacher] were going to for a
JK student. I asked and was really given no info prior to or after the meeting. I
only knew they were meeting about a JK student. I had a Down Syndrome child
last year and was only given information about Down Syndrome children through
conversations with the mother. The teacher is the last to know anything and often
know nothing or extremely little about the disability or how to help him/her or
programming suggestions. The teacher is on their own. Next year I have a
PPDHD [sic] or HP [sic] student coming in with no information about him. It has
been 20 years since my specialist and I taught special ed. only once in my first
year o f teaching. A lot has been forgotten.
Still a different teacher echoed the same concerns:
At the beginning o f the school year, it is very difficult for the classroom teacher to
complete either an IEP or an Accommodations log for a student they hardly know.
Therefore, I suggest future professional development focus on a way to include
either the previous teacher or the former IEP/Acc. as a starting point to modifying
the student's program. There is a definite need for the LET teacher and the
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classroom teacher to use a constant method o f communication, but there seems to
be very little time in the day for the teachers to meet. Using prep time to
collaborate with the LET is fine if you have only one student to discuss but I
needed to discuss eight students with my LET teacher which meant having to use
at least five preps in order for these discussions to take place (and this does not
count the number o f times we needed to meet with the students' parents during my
prep time as well.) Teachers who have a large number o f high needs students are
certainly at a large disadvantage to those who have only a few.
Time and the appropriate amount o f support personnel seem to be lacking. Because of
this, there is a clear frustration that exists with classroom teachers that starts as early as
the first month o f school. This frustration may have a direct impact on how students with
needs are serviced both by the special education department o f a school and by the
classroom teacher.
There is also dissatisfaction that social workers, behavior specialists, and
psychologists are simply just not available to provide the extra support the classroom
teacher needs in order to do the job successfully and reach the needs o f all students.
More Psych, assessments need to be made available. More social workers need to
be made available as well.
Another teacher wrote more specifically:
There is a major problem in the system. The waiting list to get a psychological
assessment is 3 years or longer. I have a student in my grade 1 class who cannot
identify the letters o f the alphabet. Her parents didn't want to wait 3 years to find
out what was wrong with her so she was tested outside the system and the results
showed that she is dyslexic which is what I assumed but we needed testing to be
sure. There are a lot o f students out there who need to be tested but there is not
enough money available.
Again, this lack o f support seems to increase frustrations for classroom teachers often
making it difficult for them to service students in the most appropriate ways.
More Placement Options. Because o f the perceived lack of specialized support
personnel in combination with too few special educators and educational assistants, much
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stress and a lack o f support is felt by the classroom teachers. They feel overloaded and
unable to effectively serve any student to their fullest ability. As a result, the data
indicated that many classroom teachers do not feel that the general education classroom
is the best placement for students with disabilities.
I feel that we should have Special Ed. classrooms in the schools where students
with similar needs are grouped together; receiving the assistance they need in a
small group setting. They need Math and Language for half a day, and then can
be included in other subjects in a regular classroom setting. Classroom teachers
are not trained to meet the needs o f the special ed. students. We have 29 other
kids and their entire curriculum to worry about. When I have special needs
children in my room, I feel that I am not doing enough for them, when I can't
physically do any more. It is not fair to these students. I shouldn't have children
in Grade 7 who can't read - somewhere along the line we have failed these kids
and their parents. I am very dissatisfied with our present Special Education
System.
A different teacher with experience in both the classroom setting and in the role o f a
special educator wrote:
Having experienced both sides o f special education - the classroom teacher side
and the special education teacher side - 1 feel that we are doing many wonderful
things, but more needs to be done. As mentioned previously, in the more severe
cases of a student with special needs, great care in providing for this type o f
student outside o f the homeroom would be o f greater benefit to all involved.
Partial integration would be a compromise, thus allowing the student to
participate in non-core subjects in the classroom such as computer time, gym or
art. The students would still interact with the special needs student and vice-versa,
but their instruction o f core subjects would not include the special needs student.
Such high needs students would be better off in a life skills-type program outside
o f the classroom.
Many teachers indicated that there needs to be an organizational shift away from the full
inclusion o f students in the general education setting to more and different placement
options for students as one teacher stated:
I think inclusion has its purpose but not in the core subjects o f math and language.
There should be separate classrooms so that these students can focus on their
problem areas daily.
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Such placements may include ability grouping in separate classes or rooms, congregated
classrooms, and partial integration where students receive core academic instruction from
special educators yet are integrated back into the general classroom for things such as art,
physical education, religion and family life, as another teacher wrote:
The students' needs are being met, but not in an effective manner. Too much
inclusion, has a negative effect on the somewhat severe - to very severe special
needs student as well as the other students in the class. As a teacher, it can
become frustrating and very challenging to meet all o f the students' needs. Too
often the gap is too large and both groups "lose out".
Smaller class sizes were also mentioned and the need for more programming resources
specific to the needs o f students with disabilities would be a tremendous benefit.
Teachers don't want to feel as if they are just paying lip service to the IEP, but
unfortunately we need more actual educators in a school or classroom to help
meet the many varied needs o f our students. Instead o f building more schools
because we reduced our class sizes from ....lets say 28 to 26 students, we should
perhaps look at hiring more teachers to be in a particular room. How wonderful
would it be in a school to have specialized teachers in subjects such as physical
education and music. By the same token wouldn't it be wonderful to have two
teachers work a room o f 28. Unless we are able to significantly reduce class
sizes, we should hire more teachers per room
.just a thought...ideal as it may
be.
Another teacher commented on programming needs:
If there are students in different classes and grades who need the same kind o f
assistance, then those students should be grouped together and receive assistance
everyday, in Math and Language. A Special Education Team could meet to do
that kind o f planning.
Programming, placement options, class size, more support; all o f these are offered by
classroom teachers as concerns and possible solutions to barriers inhibiting effective
special education service delivery.
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Another major concern expressed by the classroom teachers was the number o f
disruptions to a classroom when students with moderate to severe needs are in the general
education setting as one teacher stated:
I had several very exceptional students in my class last year as well as several
more IEPS. Due to the noise level and the constant disruptions by these children I
found it extremely difficult to teach the curriculum to the class.
Some teachers indicated that their sentiments for different learning placements stems
from a concern for the welfare, safety and learning potential o f the other students in the
classroom and the ability o f the classroom teachers to serve their needs especially when
much o f their time is spent tending to often upset, disruptive or violent situations that
sometimes occur when students with moderate to severe disabilities are place in the
general education setting. Again the teachers make clear the need for more human
support and different placement options for students that have high needs.
Professional Development. Many classroom teachers also expressed concerns
regarding the lack o f knowledge that they have been given about specific disabilities that
would better enable them to do their jobs. As indicated in the quantitative data, 73.7% (n
= 101) o f surveyed classroom teachers said they have no experience working with
students with needs in a special education position. This lack o f experience and
knowledge impedes teachers from doing the best job they can as one teacher wrote:
It is critical for all staff to understand the special education process and perhaps in
servicing o f all staff should be looked at for Board PD even if they are half/full
days.
Another teacher expressed:
More training for classroom teachers with special needs students each September
board wide in specific areas such as autism, Down Syndrome, Oppositional
Defiance Disorder, Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder etc. and maybe a
meeting o f these teachers again in January to discuss progress, problems and
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strategies. Team meets with teachers at a specified time (not while they are in
their classrooms with their students) to give more hands on strategies.
Still another teacher indicated:
There should be greater collaboration between LET teachers and general teachers.
Classroom Teachers should be involved in the pre-observation sessions or
meetings. Information, literature and best practices should be made available to
classroom teachers. Teachers should be provided with greater resources for the
students. They shouldn't have to wing it, search out and make appropriate
materials. Teachers are receiving a lot o f outside support but need more in school
support.
Professional development needs to come from both the school and board level as
indicated from some o f the respondents. However, more in-depth knowledge o f the
special education system and specific disabilities are required. As o f now, no such in
servicing exists for teachers within the context o f this particular school board. Much of
the professional development provided by this board is used to further educate special
education teachers.
Special Education Teachers ’ Responses.
Support Personnel. Many o f the sentiments expressed by the classroom teachers
are shared by their colleagues, the special education teachers. They too feel the pressure
o f workload, paperwork and meetings. The data from the special education teachers
clearly indicated that they too feel there is a strong need for more support personnel. One
special educator indicated:
The number one way to improve delivery o f service would be an additional LET
in my school. We have a fairly large population and only 1.5 LETs. It seems that
we can deal with only the most severe problems and do not have the resources to
address academic issues in the early stages where I believe it would be most
helpful.
Another special educator stated:
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Some students need more resource time to reinforce vocabulary in all subject
areas. Some need a totally different program since they are four grades behind and
special programs that can only be delivered one-on-one. We need help/testing
from professionals in order to create programs that work.
Some special educators like classroom teachers also indicated the need for assistance
from more specialized support personnel to help them do their jobs more effectively.
We need recommended programming to follow for students o f specific special
needs (ex. autistic...Down [syndrome]...etc) Right now we have some resources,
computer programs, etc...I would like to have a resource to refer to which has
specific programming recommendations. Higher level o f support for program
development for the high need students i.e., personnel, additional special services
support (speech pathologists, social workers, psychologists etc.)
Additionally, a different special educator detailed:
We have students who need a psych assessment and cannot be identified because
o f the lack o f psychological services available by the board. Parents with low
incomes cannot afford it. Therefore, these students are not getting their needs met
adequately. [A] Behavior specialist could also help our school greatly, and I feel
that if these needs are met, more time would be spent with students, than dealing
with behaviors.
And finally, one teacher emphatically wrote:
We need a psychologist available for students! The board has only one— the list is
too long for testing.
Increased personnel both within the school (more special educators) and specialized
personnel (psychologists, behavior specialists, and social workers) are needed. This
additional support is required to help the special educators do their job more effectively
and it will also help them to direct more o f their time to working with students.
More Placement Options. Similar to the classroom teachers, the special educators
spoke about more placement options and particularly about more specific areas in the
school to teach students individually or in a small group setting. One special educator
indicated:
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If there were more opportunities to ability group the students would be able to
have developmentally appropriate lessons as often as they are needed. There is
not enough space in the school to have a proper environment to teach students in
small groups.
Another special educator said:
There are many students who need to learn life skills. Instead they are in an
academic setting which does not prepare them for their future. They like to be
with their "peers" where they can share their success.
Still another special educator stated:
While I believe that the classroom teacher's input and collaboration are important
in reaching success with the child's IEP goals, I believe that classroom teachers
are overwhelmed with all o f their classroom responsibilities. I think that there
needs to be more LET teachers available to take these students and work with
them on whatever skills or strategies would be most helpful to them. The students
need the more intense individual or small group attention on a regular basis which
is not always possible within the classroom setting.
However, some special educators indicated that they would like to be in the classroom
more, helping students, and using different materials and styles o f teaching to reach
students within the context o f the general classroom.
I have difficulty with the standard withdrawal from classrooms unless the students
need alternate programming. As we move more towards differentiated teaching,
I would like to see LET teachers more involved within classrooms, as a partner. I
still witness in many classrooms, special needs children being treated differently,
they take a spot in the room. More training and support is needed in developing
programming to support differentiated teaching as it applies to special education
students.
Another special educator wrote:
Smaller group instruction or co teaching within an existing classroom would help
our school.
For the special educators, it appears as though the need for both more placement options
and time spent teaching in the general classroom are needed to serve students with
disabilities. However, the point is clear that it should not be an “all or nothing” approach
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to special education yet more o f a continuum o f services is needed to be available to meet
the needs of the individual.
Professional Development. Interestingly, instead of special educators indicating
that they need increased professional development to help do their job, the special
educators pointed out that lack o f classroom teacher training and understanding o f
students with special needs impedes their ability to collaborate with them and provide
effective services to students as one teacher declared:
We need more staff to be able to meet their needs. Classroom teachers need more
instruction / PD [professional development] to be better versed in dealing with
different needs in the classroom.
Another special educator indicated:
Teachers must be more involved in developing lessons that will be understood by
their special needs students. Teachers need to learn how to modify a test. They
need to be specific about what they want the child to know and then work only on
this and test them accordingly.
And still another said:
More cohesive development o f such a group, more support/education for
classroom teachers that have no formal training in special education is required.
More accountability on teachers’ part to ensure that they are providing and
monitoring accommodations is necessary as well. Far too often, beautiful and
impressive IEPs are created that fool the parent and confuse the student. Far too
often, there are no learning/assessment accommodations made in the classroom.
If the parents are strong advocates and familiar with their child’s learning rights
as well as the Education Act, they are viewed as demanding, unrealistic parents.
Far too often, any failure on the child’s part is viewed as laziness and lack of
motivation rather than the result o f learning disability or lack o f a classroom
environment that supports success. In more cases than not, the majority of
teachers are relying solely on graphic documentation proof o f knowledge/skill
acquisition, rather than less traditional ways o f assessing
performance/skills/knowledge.

A teacher’s attitude towards inclusion and students with special needs can be a barrier to
student success. One special educator reported that often teachers don’t want to have
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anything to do with students that have needs, that it should be someone else’s
responsibility to educate and care for these students.
Teachers should be treating these students as “in need o f support and their
expertise”-not as nuisances. When it comes to making up class lists special needs
kids are treated harshly. Teachers do not want certain kids because o f their needs.
Usually they are placed in a new teacher’s class.
Special educators suggested that they feel frustrated when collaborating with some
teachers because they are unwilling to change classroom routines, schedules, and
assessment measures, yet the classroom teachers become disenchanted when negative
situations in a classroom escalate, or student success is not being achieved.
I think in some cases, inclusive classrooms don't work. We need to look at
segregated rooms. Classroom teachers are sometimes not responsive to the needs
o f our exceptional students.
As suggested by these special educators, teacher attitude and lack o f professional
development are significant barriers to effective collaboration and student success.
Adm inistrators' Responses.
Support Personnel. The principals’ and vice-principals’ opinions o f service
delivery to students with special needs tended to align with those o f the classroom
teachers and special educators. The administrators believed that schools would benefit
greatly from additional support.
We would benefit from additional classroom based support - individuals with
special education qualifications!
Another administrator stated:
More support staff; more individualized instruction; smaller classroom sizes;
more support with Speech Pathologist, Social Worker, Behavioral Specialist and
Psychologist are required.
All of these services would help to get closer to effective service delivery.
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Placement Options. The principals and vice-principals agree that the system
would be better served with more special education teachers and specialized support
staff. However, like the classroom teachers, the administrators would like the availability
o f different placement options. As one administrator pointed out:
I would like alternatives to inclusion being offered for the most extreme
cases/learning (self-contained classes or resource rooms).
Another administrator stated:
Inclusion works for many students and most are successful in a classroom setting.
However, there are students who have serious exceptionalities whose needs
cannot be met only in a classroom. A variety o f services is needed to be more
successful in meeting the needs o f every student.
Some administrators indicated that more placement options would be best to truly meet
the needs of all students.
Professional Development. The administrative group also indicated that
classroom teachers need to be better trained to work with students with special needs.
One administrator stated:
The classroom teacher should have more in-servicing and resource/materials
available to them and they need to take ownership as being the first caregiver for
the special needs' child. They have to team plan and work collaboratively with
the support staff (LET, EA, and Administration) to meet the needs o f all their
special education students.
Another indicated:
Since caring for students with special needs requires expert knowledge among
several disciplines, it is vital that all stakeholders have a part in the development
o f a meaningful school life. I say "school life" since for many students with
learning/health challenges; academic concerns are not high on the priority list.
These students profit from careful, considered and well informed understanding
o f their exceptionalities, a desire to provide meaningful experience beyond a
classroom setting, and the flexibility, personnel and funding to make it possible.
Still a different administrator pointed out:

143

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Better teacher training is required. Leave prejudice and preformed judgments at
the door o f the school. Greater range o f options - behavioral settings, programs
for students at risk in elementary school settings.
Again, teacher training was a concern for this participant group. It is important that
proper training and negative attitudes concerning special education doesn’t become the
barrier that impedes student success.
In sum, the participant groups are fairly agreed that more special education
teachers, educational assistants, and more specialized special education personnel are
required for a more effective and efficient system in this board. The groups also agree
that a continuum o f services must be provided in order to reach all students. However,
the focus for professional development lay strictly with the classroom teachers. All three
groups agreed that classroom teachers need more training and a better understanding of
special student needs in order to service students more effectively while reducing the
level of teacher frustration in their efforts to do so. Next, an interview with school board
senior administration reveals many o f the same concerns as expressed by the participant
groups.
Senior Administration Interview.
In an interview with a Superintendent o f Education and the Supervisor o f Special
Education Services from the selected school board, the Superintendent pointed out:
This board has had a very narrow understanding of inclusion, meaning that if
students with disabilities enter this school board, the only option for them is the
regular classroom.
Students in this school board cannot be placed in an alternative setting such as a resource
room as that area that is only used to support student learning. The Superintendent, the
Supervisor o f Special Education, and their team recognize the need for more alternatives
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as they are working on expanding this definition o f inclusion to provide other options for
students with exceptionalities within the context o f this particular school board; for
example, having students assigned to a life skills room, special classes for the learning
disabled, or by having multi-sensory rooms for students with autism while at the same
time being able to have students with needs participate in general education classes with
their age appropriate peers. However, this change is being implemented slowly as the
superintendent stated, “it will take time.”
Ultimately the principal is responsible for delivering services to students with
special needs. The classroom teacher and the special education teacher are to work in
conjunction with the school principal to ensure that needs are met. In actual practice,
programming and service delivery is sometimes being driven by special educators,
classroom teachers, and even educational assistants. The superintendent asserted, “There
are inconsistencies that exist from school to school and this is what is being worked on.”
When asked about the use o f school-based teams, the Superintendent and the
Principal o f Special Education acknowledged:
Some schools in the system have school-based teams but this is happening very
inconsistently in the system.
The other issue o f concern was the monitoring or measuring o f the effectiveness of
special education services, school-based teams, or family of school-based teams. The
senior administrators acknowledged that it is something that needs to be addressed. The
Superintendent stated:
We need evidence that the money being spent on each child with special needs is
being spent wisely and that the end result is some measure o f success.
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However, the difficulty lies in finding an appropriate measure o f student success. Each
individual child and case is so different that the level o f success can’t always be
standardized.
Nevertheless, both senior administrators feel that student success can ultimately
be measured and that this measure is somehow tied to the classroom teacher. The
superintendent affirmed:
The government is now just starting to recognize the value o f teachers. If
teachers feel they are effective and competent then they will probably do a better
job and achieve greater successes.
The Superintendent remarked:
If we can get to that point [where teachers feel competent and are effective in the
classroom] then we are on the road to true effectiveness. This can only be done
by meeting with teachers in small groups, put real issues on the table, and
“reclaim the teacher” as the leader of the team.
Everything should work through the teacher, giving the teacher ownership, and
empowerment over programming and student needs. Teachers also need a curriculum for
students with special needs and support from parents to try new things in order to be
successful with these students. In the opinion o f the senior administrators, parents and
advocacy groups are putting tremendous pressure on teachers. The Superintendent stated:
Parents often make teachers feel that if they don’t respond to their child in a
certain way then their job is on the line. Parents should be an advocate for their
child but if they come in as an adversary they cripple/paralyze teachers to act,
teach and care for students in the most effective and creative ways.
Both administrators agreed that this can have a tremendous impact on how teachers and
the school board are able to deliver services to students with needs.
In order to empower teachers, the senior administrators validated that there has to
be time in the day to help teachers perhaps by sending in supply teachers and teaching
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administrators how to better timetable so not to limit the administrator’s ability to release
teachers from the classroom to collaborate. The superintendent encourages principals
and teachers to “think outside the box” to create an atmosphere where all students can
learn. The senior administrators admit that it is not clear that the general classroom is
necessarily the best placement for extreme/severe student needs. Other placements such
as a life skills room, a learning disability program, or separate and specialized rooms to
offer specific services to those with extreme needs are required.
Placement options and different programming options are needed but it is a
struggle as many parents are resistant to change.
Parents see alternate placement options as a step backwards instead o f a new opportunity
for student success. However, it was made clear that this board is committed to moving
forward, empowering teachers, creating opportunities for change and collaboration with
the ultimate goal o f student success in mind.
To summarize, the stakeholders share the perception that collaboration is required
for student success but there is still work to be done. The concept o f teaming is important
because it can be a powerful source o f support for staff, students and parents. However,
this concept needs to be implemented on a more consistent basis throughout the system.
More support and training needs to be offered to classroom teachers to empower them
with the ability to offer the best services to their students with special needs. More
trained personnel in special education are also required to support schools, and also some
administrators need to leam how to better organize their days to allow more time for
teachers and special educators to collaborate. Finally, the participants in this study have
indicated the need for a continuum o f services by offering multiple placement options for
students with special needs. Progress is slow in all o f these areas as it requires time,
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money and the re-education o f all stakeholders. It is important to have all stakeholders
moving towards the same goal in order to obtain greater strides. What is clear for both
the qualitative and quantitative data is that all participants are working towards greater
student achievement.
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C H A P T E R IV
D ISC U SSIO N
The main focus o f this study was to examine the perceived effectiveness o f
service delivery to students with special needs by key stakeholders: the principal and
vice- principal, the special education teacher and the classroom teacher. This study took
a different approach to the concept o f collaboration and effectiveness o f special education
services compared to some o f the studies mentioned in the review o f literature in that
there was a focus on school-based teams as the determining factor to student success in
the field o f special education. To arrive at an ultimate determination as to whether or not
the use o f school-based teams contributed to effective service delivery to students with
special needs, five questions served as the focal point o f the survey to participants. First,
the limitations to this study are presented. Next, each o f the five questions is discussed.
Finally, a view to the effectiveness o f service delivery to students with special needs in
one school board based on the perceptions o f the key stakeholders is offered.
Limitations. This study has provided valuable insight into school-based teams
and the effectiveness o f service delivery to students with special needs. However, there
are a number o f limitations to the study that must be borne in mind when interpreting the
results. The information was sought from only one school board in the province o f
Ontario, and the results may not accurately describe other school boards in Ontario. The
perceptions o f the stakeholders in this school board may not reflect the sentiments o f the
stakeholders in other boards. Extraneous variables such as the political environment,
special education reform, the general attitude towards the Ministry o f Education’s special
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education funding model and a recent change in the school board’s special education
model o f services may have affected participants’ responses.
The particular board targeted in this study has recently undergone a special
education reform whereby services are now provided via a “family o f schools” model in
which a team o f various special education people is assigned to a set o f particular
schools. This may impact on how school-based special education teams collaborate.
Due to multiple ANOVAS being conducted in this study with comparisons being
made between participants as well as participant responses and the presence o f schoolbased teams, the probability o f Type I error is high, but the study is exploratory and
therefore provides some insight to collaborative practices in schools. Additionally, there
are other confounding variables which need to be taken into consideration when
interpreting the results. For example, the majority o f the principals in this study were
male while the majority o f the participating teachers were female. As well, the principals
indicated having an average o f 20 years teaching experience while the teachers indicating
having an average o f 12 years experience. In addition, the survey was designed so that
participants could remain anonymous. Participants therefore did not indicate their name
or the school in which they work. As a result it is not known how well all schools were
represented in this study. Finally, the low response rate of classroom teachers compared
to the other groups has to be taken into consideration as the teacher participant responses
may not reflect the opinions o f those that did not participate in this study. It is the
discrepancy between the groups in these aspects that may have biased the results.
In an attempt to make this study manageable, the survey was limited to principals,
vice-principals, general educators and special educators in the elementary school panel.
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It does not reflect the perceptions o f stakeholders in the secondary panel nor does it
solicit the perceptions of parents and students. Although it is acknowledged that these
viewpoints are most important, they were not addressed in the current study. With this in
mind, the five main questions o f this study are addressed and offer a view to special
education service delivery in this school board based on the perspectives o f those
surveyed.
Question 1- How Are Exceptional Students Being Served In Fully Inclusive Schools?
The school board in this study considers itself to be a fully inclusive school board.
Full inclusion is the delivery o f services and programming to students with special needs
within the context of the general education setting. Although senior administration o f
this board consider their schools to be fully inclusive because the general classroom is the
only placement option for students, over 50% o f the respondents in this study indicated
that students are being serviced both inside and outside the context o f the general
classroom. In any given school, there are roughly 50 to 60 students with special needs in
general education setting and approximately three special education teachers and six
educational assistants to serve them. However, these averages are based on the size o f the
school and the profile o f students with needs with the given school, therefore, these
numbers can vary significantly from school to school. Given the figures mentioned
above, it equates to one special education personnel available to service six exceptional
students. This limited amount of support in a school can prove to be a very difficult
challenge for stakeholders depending on the nature and severity o f the students with
needs. Many students may have to miss out on services and many teachers left to fend
for themselves in the classroom.
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The idea that there are not enough special education support personnel to service
students with special needs certainly rang true for all three o f the participant groups. It
was expressed by the respondents that only the students with the very highest needs were
able to be served while many were left with little or no support. The groups also
expressed that the amount of paperwork and meetings involved in special education got
in the way o f actually working with students and that this was a particular concern for
special educators as they indicated that there is a balance between serving students with
special needs and doing the necessary paperwork and assessments. Classroom teachers
and special educators both agreed that there needs to be more specialized support
personnel (psychologists, social workers, and behavior specialists) so that personal and
behavioral needs o f students could be looked after and meaningful assessment
recommendations could be given to ultimately allow school-based personnel to focus on
curriculum delivery to students and support for classroom teachers.
Most participants in this study indicated that they did in fact have school-based
teams to serve students; however, they were informal in nature, and they indicated that
team meetings occurred on an as-needed basis. Most o f the meetings tended to revolve
around specific students and that the recommendations that came from the team tended to
be curricular modifications, behavioral consequences, social work involvement, referral
to the IPRC, and the need to bring parents in to discuss issues relevant to their child at
that given time. While the use o f informal school-based teams was indicated by the
majority o f the participants, the data clearly indicated that those schools that had formal
school-based teams were more satisfied with special education services to students with
exceptionalities than those that had informal or no teams.
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The senior administrators hope to address the issue o f support by creating a
“Family of School-Based Teams” . A Family o f School-Based Team would service one
high school and its feeder elementary schools by going into these schools to work with
the administration and staff, offer support, and monitor the school’s progress in terms of
being able to meet the needs o f identified students. This team would be working with
classroom teachers to offer support. This is thought to be essential because in its absence
the classroom teacher is too overwhelmed. However, it is also recognized that classroom
teachers cannot abdicate responsibility for students with special needs to someone else
including the special educator, educational assistants or the board support team. It has to
be a process that includes all o f the stakeholders together and where responsibility for
success is shared. The senior administrators felt that this could be achieved by bringing
classroom teachers together within the context o f the Family o f Schools to share ideas,
best practices, and strategies when working with particular students, for example, those
students who have autism or Down syndrome. This kind of professional development
may serve to educate and break down some existing fears and barriers. At the time o f the
survey, this concept was just being implemented by the school board. It is not clear the
extent to which this model o f support to the system has improved service delivery to
students with special needs or improved the level o f support being offered to school
personnel.
Question 2- What Characteristics O f The Models Lend Themselves To Greater
Satisfaction With Service Delivery To Students With Exceptionalities In Fully Inclusive
School?
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When the questions o f the survey were analyzed to determine the effect o f the
presence of a formal, informal or no school-based teams had on participant responses,
generally those who had formal school-based teams were more pleased with collaborative
practices and administrative support than those who only had informal school-based
teams or no teams at all. There was a significant difference in the classroom teacher
responses towards collaborative work with special educators, the ability to participate
equally in the teaming process, and their ability to work with identified students and their
parents. They also felt more supported by the administration in their schools when they
indicated that they could count on their principals for support, for arranging additional
special education support, for handling behavior issues, and to meet with parents o f
identified students.
What these findings did not show was that there was a significant impact
regarding the presence or absence o f a team on special educator or administrative
responses. The fact that there was not a significant impact on these participants is not all
that surprising. Both special educators and administrators are intricately involved with
students with special needs, the paperwork, and the processes that govern special
education. It is part o f their job roles to the extent that the presence o f a school-based
team would not significantly impact their responses. However, what was expressed in
the qualitative data by the administrators and particularly by the special educators was
that the greater the level of cooperation, openness, and collaboration by classroom
teachers, the more easily services could be delivered to identified students. If classroom
teachers responded more favorably as a result o f formal school-based teams then it would
only stand to reason that the use o f formal teams in all schools should be put into place.
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This key finding that formal school-based teams had an impact on the classroom
teachers’ perceptions o f service delivery to students with special needs suggests that
schools should be moving toward the implementation o f formal teams that meet on a
regular basis in order to offer optimum support to teachers and students. According to the
Ministry o f Education’s Education Act on Special Education (2004), the team approach
to special education service delivery is most desirable. The Ministry o f Education clearly
states that the principal, the classroom teacher, the special education teacher, support
personnel, and the parents should be working as a team to interpret findings and make
decisions regarding a student’s program and placement needs. However, there are no real
guidelines on how this should be carried out in the school setting. It is left up to the
individual principal o f each school to come up with a service delivery model and
schedule for collaboration that works best for the needs o f the school. As indicated by
many o f the participants from all 3 groups, lack o f time and scheduling difficulties are
always factors, and to date, there has been no real commitment made by the Ministry to
provide administrators with the financial or human resources to make formal schoolbased teams and collaboration between stakeholders a reality for all schools. Boards o f
Education, and ultimately administrators, need to be given the tools and resources by the
Ministry if there is ever to be consistency between schools and between boards.
Question 3 & 4: How Effective Are The Current Services To Students With
Exceptionalities A nd What Are The Perceived Barriers To Student Success?
Many o f the findings in this study are reflective o f the work o f several researchers
mentioned in the review of literature. This study highlights the fact that there is a need
for greater and continued collaboration and team work between stakeholders in order to
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ensure maximum student success, and support to students and school personnel (Gable &
Manning, 1999; Patriarcha & Lamb, 1993; Rea, MCLaughlin, & Walther-Thomas, 2002;
Villa & Thousand, 2003; Whitten & Dieker, 1993). However, in this study, many
classroom teachers were not satisfied with the amount o f administrative support and
support available to them by way o f special education teachers and educational assistants.
In fact all three participant groups very clearly indicated that more special education
support personnel are needed in schools along with additional specialized support people
such as psychologists and social workers. Special educators were not satisfied with the
amount o f collaboration taking place between special educators and classroom teachers.
Some special educators did not feel that classroom teachers took responsibility for the
students with needs in their classrooms and that classroom teachers did not participate
equally in the collaboration process.
Comparable to many authors mentioned in the literature review (Lylte & Bordin,
2001; Meyers & Klein, 2002; Patriarcha & Lamb, 1999; Whitten & Dieker, 1993) several
barriers to successful collaboration stood in the way of supportive relationships and
student success including scheduling difficulties, time to meet, philosophical differences,
attitude and the time consuming nature of collaboration.
Minke et al. (1996) also discussed in their findings how classroom teachers
wanted students with special needs taught outside o f the classroom and how, to a certain
degree they feel less competent in their ability to work with students with special needs.
This same perception was expressed by senior administrators, principals, and special
educators in the present study. Some special educators indicated that there was a
negative attitude towards students with special needs by some classroom teachers that
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often got in the way o f successful collaboration between the classroom and special
educators. The administrative group indicated that classroom teachers need to take
greater responsibility for their students with special needs and that they need more
professional development in how to work collaboratively with support staff. The senior
administrators recognized the need for greater training for classroom teachers, more
resources, and more support for them. In fact, according to the senior administrators,
greater teacher empowerment, knowledge, and training may be the missing keys to
achieving a true measure of teaming effectiveness, student achievement, and student
success.
Many o f the same conclusions borne of this study were similar to those found in
some Canadian studies. Kamann and Perry (1994) spoke to success only being found
through the shared responsibility o f students with exceptionalities between classroom
teachers and special education support staff. Cole and Brown (1995) found that school
staffs needed more professional development in collaborative practices. The special
education and general education teachers in Cole and Brown’s study indicated the need
for a continuum of services and expressed the concern for the reduction o f special
education personnel. Hewitt and Clarke (2003) addressed the inconsistencies that exist
between schools regarding special education practices and the job overload o f classroom
teachers and in particular special education teachers. All of these points addressed in
these Canadian studies were mirrored in this current study specifically with the need for
more training, consistent practices between schools, and the stress associated with the
teaching profession given the perceived lack o f support personnel and resources.
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All o f the participant groups including the senior administrators for this Board
indicated a level o f dissatisfaction with service delivery to students with special needs
and found that the current system is only somewhat effective in meeting the needs o f all
students. Classroom teachers in this study reported feeling pulled in too many directions
with too little support and too few resources. Similar to the conclusions made by Minke
et al. (1996), classroom teachers did not feel that the general education classroom was the
best possible placement for all students. Both the classroom teachers and the special
educators in the current study expressed the desire for different placement options for
students with special needs, for example, having a life skills program, learning
disabilities classes, multi-sensory rooms for students with autism, and specific ability
grouping o f students for core subject areas. What was clear from all o f the groups was
that it is still important to have students with special needs with their age-appropriate
peers in the general education setting, however, a continuum of services as opposed to the
classroom as the only option would offer greater support and chances for academic and
social successes for students.
The concept of a continuum o f services was well supported by the senior
administrators interviewed in this study, although they believe that this concept is being
received with great resistance by parents because many parents feel that this movement is
a step towards undesirable placement practices of the past. Therefore, movement in this
direction is very slow as the only placement option in this school board is still the general
classroom. This is where the Ministry needs to be able to provide appropriate funding so
that Boards o f Education can be supported in their endeavor to meet student needs
successfully be it with full inclusion where services are provided for in the general
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education setting or by being able to offer a variety of services to students so that
maximum student success can be realized by those with special needs. As the system
stands now, students, parents and educators are being short-changed with tight fiscal
restraints.
Question 5: Is there a model o f service delivery that could benefit all schools to increase
the effectiveness and satisfaction o f the services to students with exceptionalities?
Undoubtedly, the use o f formal school-based teams in conjunction with the
Family o f School-Based Teams approach which is currently being used by this board
would only serve to increase the amount o f support to schools and in particular classroom
teachers. The greater the support for staff, the more opportunities for success students
with disabilities will have. Much work needs to be done in terms o f teaching
stakeholders how to collaborate with one another, how to build a formal team within any
school so that it is functional and non-taxing on the participants, and providing schools
with the resources required to make formal school-based teams an integral part o f what
educators do to serve and teach all students. As indicated by the senior administrators,
there is no real way to measure true effectiveness or student achievement at this point
within the realm o f special education. However, in their view, the measure o f success is
somehow tied to the knowledge and empowerment o f the classroom teacher. Greater
education for all stakeholders is the ultimate key to successful service delivery.
All o f the participant groups recognized that teachers need more training. They
simply don’t have the skills, time or resources to be able to work with students with
varying special needs while simultaneously being able to teach all the students in a given
classroom. As the senior administrators pointed out, the workload o f a classroom teacher
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is heavy. They need more support and training so that they can go back to their
classrooms and teach with confidence. As it stands now, classroom teachers are
overburdened, frustrated and stressed. Teachers need to be given a greater repertoire of
skills that they can use to effectively teach all the students in a classroom regardless of
ability levels. Parents also need to be brought into this equation by getting them to
realize that the general classroom is not always the best placement option for all
exceptional students. Just as there are many students with different and varying degrees
o f needs, there too should also be different and varying services to meet those needs.
Parents need to understand that providing varying placement options doesn’t mean that
the system is reverting back to undesirable placement practices o f the past but that it is an
effort to move forward by providing more effective and better services to optimize
student learning and success. Greater financial and human resources, teacher training and
a re-education of parents coupled with formal school-based and family o f school-based
teams would offer tremendous support to all stakeholders which will ultimately impact
student achievement. Perhaps only then can true effectiveness be measured.
The findings o f this study highlight the need for further research in a number of
areas. First, this study could be expanded to include the views and perceptions o f parents
on the effectiveness o f special services to students with disabilities. It would also be
interesting to note the perceptions o f educational satisfaction o f parents who do not have
students with special needs within the context of a fully inclusive school board. These
two perceptions may complete the picture more fully and lead to possible new insights
and solutions to improving services to students with special needs.
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Also, more fully inclusive school boards and their special education policies and
practices should be investigated to see what is working in other areas o f the province.
Next, given the perception o f the senior administration in this board regarding classroom
teachers and their contribution to the effectiveness o f service delivery to students with
special needs, the role of the classroom teacher needs to be studied more in-depth to
determine how teacher competency and empowerment can be instilled and student
success achieved. Additionally, according to the senior administrators in this board, a
real and accurate measure o f student success and effective service delivery is still
missing. This should be investigated if one is to move beyond the perceptions o f others
to real evidence that clearly shows a measure o f effectiveness and success. Finally, the
implementation o f formal school-based teams and collaborative practices needs to be
investigated to determine the structure, practices, and teaming outcomes that render
greater success than schools that don’t have this model in place.
This study provides a small window into fully inclusive schools in one school
board in Ontario. Although many o f the participants indicated a need for a continuum of
services for students with special needs and more special education personnel to serve
them, some larger issues must be addressed. Students with special needs are entitled to
be educated in Ontario’s publicly funded school system in a general education setting
alongside their age appropriate peers. To say that there is a need to provide different
placement options for students with disabilities raises the concern that these students will
once again be tucked away in a special classroom or special school where their
differences are emphasized instead of accepted. Providing differentiated services for
students with special needs would probably be easier for school-based stakeholders but
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differentiated services flies in the face o f the concept o f inclusion and discredits the
efforts of so many who have fought for the last 40 years to achieve equality through
inclusion.
It is also important to recognize that the literature does not support the notion that
students with special needs would be more academically and socially successful in pullout programs or alternate placements for students with special needs. Some research has
indicated that students with disabilities actually achieve more academically and socially
when taught in the general education classroom alongside their peers (McLeskey &
Waldron, 2001; Patriarcha & Lamb, 1994; Rea & al., 2002). Given the right support and
a positive attitude towards inclusion, success for students with special needs in the
general classroom is possible (Giangreco et al., 2001). What’s more, when students with
special needs are served in the general classroom, all students have an opportunity to
receive additional support from special education support personnel thus increasing all
students’ opportunity for learning and success (Hunt et al., 2003; Kamann & Perry,
1994).
Many o f the participants indicated a need for greater support staff in schools
including psychologists, social workers, educational assistants and special education
teachers. These support workers are the foundation for successful inclusion and schools,
school boards and the Ministry are responsible to ensure that adequate support is
available to these students. However, funding special education services is very costly
and adding more personnel does not always equate to better services. Again, increasing
the number o f special education personnel poses the concern that students with
disabilities become someone else’s concern during the context o f the school day instead
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o f the classroom teacher having primary responsibility for educating these students. This
practice accentuates the fact that these students are different and must be taught by
someone special calling attention to disabilities instead o f abilities. Also, increasing the
number o f personnel does not address the issue o f learning how to collaborate with
education stakeholders so that success can be attained. Many o f the studies presented in
the literature (Lytle & Bordin, 2001; Meyers & Kline, 2002; Patriarca & Lamb, 1994;
Whitten & Dieker, 1995) and the results o f the current study demonstrate that
collaboration and teaming among school-based stakeholders results in more support for
staff and increased opportunities for students. Therefore the focus should be not only to
ensure adequate support for students but better utilizing that support through
collaborative practices instead o f continually adding more personnel indiscriminately
without addressing program delivery and effective collaboration.
Essentially, continued education and professional development for school-based
stakeholders is key. School-based stakeholders need embrace the concept o f inclusion,
learn to the maximum extent possible about students with disabilities and how to teach
them, and learn to collaborate effectively with each other to maximize available resources
while providing optimum support to students, parents and staff. Progress is slow but
steady and attempts to collaborate, educate, and support all stakeholders are being made
all the time. Still, there is much work to be done in order to be successful in delivering
effective services to students with special needs. Barriers need to be removed and more
time needs to be created for collaboration and teaming if progress is to continue. Finally,
given the findings of this study, a movement towards the implementation o f formal
school-based teams and the training and empowerment o f classroom teachers needs to be
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implemented consistently throughout Ontario schools so that maximum support can be
offered to students and staff which should ultimately have a positive impact on student
achievement. Only when all o f these begin to come together will effectiveness and
student success truly be able to be measured.

164

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

References
Achinstein, B. (2002). Conflict amid community: The micropolitics o f teacher
collaboration. Teachers’ College Record, 3, 421-455.
Barnett, C. & Monda-Amaya, L. (1998). Principals’ knowledge o f and attitudes towards
inclusion. Remedial and Special Education, 19, 181-192.
Bateman, D. & Bateman, F. C. (2002). What does a principal need to know about
inclusion. (Report No. EDO-EC-02-13) Arlington, VA: ERIC Clearinghouse on
Disabilities and Gifted Education. (Eric Document Reproduction Services No. ED
473 828)
Bennett, S., Dworet, D., & Daigle, R. (2001). Educational Provisions for exceptional
students in the province of Ontario. Exceptionality Education Canada, 2 & 3, 99121 .

Billingsley, B., Carlson, E., & Klein, S. (2004). The working conditions and induction
support o f early career special educators. Exceptional Children 3, 333-347.
Blue-Banning, M., Summers, J., Frankland, H., Nelson, L., & Beegle, G. (2004).
Dimensions o f family and professional partnerships: Constructive guidelines for
collaboration. Exceptional Children, 2, 167-184.
Cole, E. & Brown, R. (1995). Local school teams at the Toronto board: A five-year
follow-up study. (Report No. ISBN-0-88881-240-x). Toronto, ON. Toronto
Board o f Education. (Eric Document Reproduction Services No. ED 389 458)
Community Living London. A History o f Commitment to Inclusion. Retrieved October
10, 2004, from the Community Living London Website:
http://www.cll.on.ca/history.htm.
Council o f Chief State School Officers [CCSSO]. (1996). Standards fo r school leaders.
Washington, DC: Author.
Creswell, J. (1994). Research Design: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches.
Thousand Oaks California: Sage Publications Inc.
Crutchfield, M. (1997). W ho’s teaching our children with disabilities. National
Clearinghouse fo r Professions in Special Education, 2-23.
Daane, C., Beirne-Smith, M., & Latham, D. (2000). Administrators’ and teachers’
perceptions of the collaborative efforts o f inclusion in the elementary grades.
Education 2, 331-339.

165

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

DiPaola, M. & Walther-Thomas, C. (2003). Principals and special education: The critical
role o f school leaders (COPPSE Document No. IB-7). Gainsville, FL: University
o f Florida, Center on Personnel Studies in Special Education.
Dworet, D. & Bennett, S. (2002). A view from the north: Special education in Canada.
Teaching Exceptional Children, 5 (34), 22-27.
Fuchs, D. & Fuchs, L. S. (1993). Inclusive schools movement and the radicalization o f
special education reform. (Report No. H 0 2 3 C 10086-92). Bethesda, MD:
National Institute o f Child Health and Human Development. (Eric Document
Reproduction Services No. ED 364 046)
Gable, R. & Manning, M. (1999). Interdisciplinary teaming: Solution to instructing
heterogeneous groups o f students. The Clearing House, 3, 182-185.
Gersten, R., Gillman, M., Morvant, M., & Billingsley, B. (1995). Special education
teacher satisfaction, retention, and attrition. (Report No. EC 304 436).
Washington, DC: National Dissemination Forum on Issues Relating to Special
Education Teacher Satisfaction Retention and Attrition. (Eric Document
Reproduction Services No. ED 389 149)
Gersten, R., Keating, T., Yovanoff, P., & Hamiss, M. (2001). Working in special
education: Factors that enhance special educators’ intent to stay. Exceptional
Children 4, 549-567.
Giangreco, M., Broer, S., & Edelman, S. (2001). Teacher engagement with students with
disabilities: Differences between paraprofessional service delivery models. The
Journal o f the Association fo r Persons with Severe Handicaps, 2, 75-86.
Giangreco, M. (2003). Working with paraprofessionals. Association fo r Supervision and
Curriculum Development, 61, 50-53.
Hewitt, J. & Clarke, G. (2003). Special education program and service review. Windsor,
ON: Windsor-Essex Catholic District School Board.
Hunt, P., Soto, G., Maier, J., & Doering, K. (2003). Collaborative teaming to support
students at risk and students with severe disabilities in general education
classrooms. Exceptional Children, 3, 315-332.
Kamann, M. & Perry, E. (1994). Amalgamating support services to support integration.
Exceptionality Education Canada, 3&4, 91-106.
Lambie, R. (2000). Working with families o f at-risk and special needs students: A system
change model. Focus on Exceptional Children, 6 (32), 1-22.

166

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Lindsay, G. ( 2003). Inclusive education: A critical perspective. British Journal o f
Special Education, 30, 3-12.
Lytle, R. & Bordin, J. (2001). Enhancing the iep team: Strategies for parents and
professionals. Teaching Exceptional Children, 5, 40-44.
McKeskey, J. & Waldron, N. (2002). Inclusion and school change: Teacher perception
regarding curricular and instructional adaptations. Teacher Education and
Special Education, 1, 41-54.
Menlove, R. R. (1999). Individualized education program (IEP) team member
satisfaction with the IEP development process for students with disabilities.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Utah State University, Logan.
Menlove, R., Hudson, P., & Suter, D. (2001). A field o f IEP dreams: Increasing general
education teacher participation in the IEP development process. Teaching
Exceptional Children 5 (33), 28-33.
Minke, K., Bear, G., Deemer, S., & Griffin, S. (1996). Teachers experiences with
inclusive classrooms: Implications for special education reform. The Journal o f
Special Education, 30, 152-186.
Myers, V. & Kline, C. (2002). Secondary school intervention assistance teams: Can they
be effective? The High School Journal, 2, 33-42.
Myles, B., Simpson, R., & Ormsbee, C. (1996). Teachers’ perceptions o f the
effectiveness o f preassessment for students with behavioural and learning
problems. Preventing School Failure, 41, 14-19.
Ontario Human Rights Commission. (2004, September). Guidelines to Accessible
Education. Retrieved ) October 24, 2004, from the Ontario Human Rights
Commission Website: www.ohrc.on.ca.
Ontario Ministry o f Education. (2002, December). Investing in public education:
Advancing the goal of continuous improvement in student learning and
achievement. Report o f the Education Equality Task Force, 2002, from:
http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/document/reports/task02/report.html
Ontario Ministry o f Education. (2004, January). The Education Act on Special Education.
Retrieved May 23, 2004, from:
www.edu. gov.on.ca/eng/general/elemsec/speced/edact.html.
Patriarca, L. & Lamb, M. (1994). Collaboration, curriculum development and reflection
as frameworks for exploring the integration o f general and special education. B. C.
Journal o f Special Education, 1, 95-99.

167

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Praisner, C. (2003). Attitudes o f elementary school principals toward the inclusion o f
students with disabilities. Exceptional Children, 2, 135-145.
Rainforth, B., Barr, J., & Macdonald, C. (1992). Collaborative Teams fo r Students with
Severe Disabilities. Baltimore, Maryland: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.
Rea, P., McLaughlin, V., & Walther-Thomas, C. (2002). Outcomes for students with
learning disabilities in inclusive and pullout programs. Exceptional Children, 2,
203-223.
Reganick, K. A. (1993). Full inclusion: Analysis o f a controversial issue. (Report No. EC
302 739). Eugene, OR. Eric Digest. (Eric Document Reproduction Services No.
ED 366 145)
Rogers, J. (1993). The inclusion revolution. (Report No. EC 302 788). Eugene, OR. Eric
Digest. (Eric Document Reproduction Services No. ED 367 087)
Rudd, F. (2002). Grasping the promise o f inclusion. (Report No. EC 309 352).
Arlington, VA: ERIC Clearinghouse on Disabilities and Gifted Education (Eric
Document Reproduction Services No. ED 471 855)
Ryndak, D., Downing, J., Morrison, A., & Williams, L. (1996). Parents’ perceptions o f
educational settings and services for children with moderate or severe disabilities.
Remedial and Special Education, 1 7, 106-118.
Salisbury, C. & McGregor, G. (2002). The administrative climate and context o f
inclusive elementary schools. Exceptional Children, 2, 259-274.
Snell, M. E. & Janney, R. E. (2000). Teachers’ problem-solving about children with
moderate and severe disabilities in elementary classrooms. Exceptional Children,
66, 472-490.
Soodak, L. & Erwin, E. (1995). Parents, professionals, and inclusive education: A call for
collaboration. Journal o f Education and Psychological Consultation 6, 257-276.
Verstegen, D. A. & Martin, P. (1995). A summary o f position statements on the inclusion
o f special education students in the general classroom and excerpts on funding
from fifteen national associations. (Report No. EC 304 270). Savannah, GA: The
Annual Conference o f the American Education Finance Association. (Eric
Document Reproduction Services No. ED 386 880)
Villa, R. & Thousand, J. (2003). Making inclusive education work. Association fo r
Supervision and Curriculum Development 61, 19-23.
Weber, K. & Bennett, S. M. (1999). Special Education in Ontario (4th ed.) Palgrave, On:
Highland Press.

168

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Whitten, E. & Deiker, L. (1993). Intervention assistance teams: A collaborative process
to meet the needs o f students at-risk. B.C. Journal o f Special Education, 3, 275283.
Whitten, E. & Deiker, L. (1995). Intervention assistance teams: A broader vision.
Preventing School Failure, 40, 41-45.
Winzer, M. (1999). Children with Exceptionalities in Canadian Classrooms (5th ed.).
Scarborough, On: Prentice Hall Allyn and Bacon Canada.

169

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

APPENDIX A

ft
U N I V E R S I T Y

O F

WINDSOR
LETTER OF PERMISSION TO THE SCHOOL BOARD
Mrs J. Ouellette
Superintendent o f Education
Windsor-Essex Catholic District School Board
1325 California Ave.
Windsor, Ontario
N9B 3Y6
Dear Mrs. Ouellette,
I am requesting permission to conduct a research study with the Windsor-Essex
Catholic District School Board. The results o f this research project contribute to the
partial fulfilment o f the requirements for the degree o f Master o f Education at the
University o f Windsor. Consent from the University o f W indsor’s Research Ethics
Board has been obtained. The purpose o f the current study is to examine the various
school-based service delivery models to students with exceptionalities that exist in
Windsor-Essex Catholic District School Board and to identify the perceived effectiveness
o f these models by the key educators: the special education teacher, the classroom
teacher, and the school principal or vice-principal.
The proposed research would require participants to do the following things: 1)
read the letter o f information; 2) record the given username and password; 3) open the
link to the electronic survey and save it to the computer; 4) complete the survey on-line,
reading each question carefully and responding with the most accurate answer. Note that
the survey does not have to be completed at one time. The password may be used to gain
entry to the survey as many times as needed to complete it. Upon completion o f the
survey, the participant clicks “completed” and the information is automatically saved to
an electronic database that is only accessible to the student investigator and her advisor.
The survey should take approximately 40 minutes to complete. A computer with Internet
access and access to the school board’s intranet system are required.
There are no foreseeable risks associated with participation in the study. A
participant may withdraw participation at any time without consequences o f any kind. A
participant may also refuse to answer some questions and still remain in the study. The
name of the participant and place o f work is not required for this project. Therefore
participants will remain anonymous. Information gathered for the research project is
stored automatically in an electronic database. Please know that the information gathered
may be used for future studies in this area or for an expanded version o f this project after
the thesis defence (May 2005).
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If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel to contact
Dr. E. Starr, from the Faculty o f Education at the University of Windsor. Dr. Starr can be
contacted at the Faculty o f Education, (519) 253-3000 ext. 3836.
The student
investigator (Lisa Boudreau) can also be contacted at work (519) 735-3303 or at home
(519) 734-6829. This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the
University o f Windsor Research Ethics Board. If you have questions regarding this
proposal, contact the Research Ethics Coordinator at 519-253-3000, ext. 3916 or E-mail:
lbunn@uwindsor.ca A copy o f the results will be made available to the participating
school board upon completion o f the study. You are also able to access the results by
visiting www.uwindsor.ca/REB Thank you for your time.

SINCERELY,
LISA BOUDREAU
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APPENDIX B

Note: The instrument below was sent to participants as an electronic survey, therefore, the survey may not look exactly as it is
presented below.

STAKEHOLDERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF EFFECTIVENESS SURVEY
PRINCIPALS AND VICE-PRINCIPALS
Q 1. Gender: Male / Female
Q2. Please check all that apply.
Bachelor o f Arts/Science Degree:
Bachelor o f Education Degree:
Master’s Degree (please specify):
Doctoral Degree (please specify):
Other (Please Specify):
Q3. Additional Basic Qualifications
Special Education Part 1
Special Education Part 2
Special Education Part 3 (Specialist)
Other ABQs (please specify):
Others (Training lasting at least one week in length resulting in a diploma or certification):
Q4. How many years o f teaching experience do you have?
Q5. How many years o f experience do you have as a special education teacher?
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Q6. How many years o f experience do you have as a school administrator?
Q7. How many students attend your school?
Q8. How many students attending your school have an Individual Education Program (IEP) and/or have been formally identified
through the Identification, Placement and Review Committee (IPRC)?
Q9. What is your staff complement of special education teachers for your school?
Q10. What is your staff complement o f educational assistants for your school?
Q 11. What is your staff complement o f classroom teachers for your school?
Q12.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

In what setting are student needs usually met?
Regular classroom
Resource room
A Life Skills classroom
Both Regular Classroom and Resource Room
Other (please specify):

Q13. How are services provided to the students with exceptionalities in your school?
a.
A formal school-based special education team (a fixed school-based team o f teachers, special educators and support staff that
meet regularly to develop programming for students with exceptionalities)
b.
An informal school-based special education team (members o f the school-based special education team change depending on
the student and his/her needs)
c.
There is no team. The special education teacher works alone.
d.
There is no team. The classroom teacher works alone.
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THE SCHOOL-BASED TEAM
Q14.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.

If you have a formal/informal special education team, who are the members o f the team:
Principal and/or vice-principal
Special education teacher
Classroom teacher
Educational assistant
Psychologist
Social worker
Behavioral specialist
Speech and language pathologist
Parent
Student
Other (please specify)

Q15. Have you in the past, or do you now participate as a member o f a school-based special education team? Yes/No
If yes, how many years o f experience do you have?
Q16.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Approximately how many times did the school team meet in the 2004/2005 school year to date?
Daily
Weekly
Bi-weekly
Monthly
Once each term
On an “as needs” basis

Q17. In a typical team meeting, estimate the percentage o f time allotted for discussion of:
a. Individual students
0%
30-40%
50-60%
1-9% 10-20%
70-80%
b. Classroom Issues
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
c. Team Issues
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
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d. Groups of Students
0%
e. School Issues
0%
f. Other
0%
If you have indicated “other”, please

1-9% 10-20%
1-9% 10-20%
1-9% 10-20%
specify:

30-40%
30-40%
30-40%

50-60%
50-60%
50-60%

70-80%
70-80%
70-80%

90-100%
90-100%
90-100%

Q18. Estimate the number o f individual students who are discussed by the school team throughout the school year.
Q19. Estimate the percentage o f students that would be discussed on more than one occasion.
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
90-100%
Q20. Please estimate the percentage o f students discussed by the team in the 2004/2005 school year who were recommended for:
a. Psychological assessments
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
90-100%
b. IPRC
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
90-100%
Q21. Please rate the following school-based team goals in terms o f the personal importance you attribute to each.
l=N ot Important
2=Somewhat Important
3=Important
4=Extremely Important
I feel it’s important to:
a.
Facilitate referrals for specialized services (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language
pathologists, educational assistants).
b.
Have the leader o f the team coordinate the work o f school team members.
c.
Monitor referrals for special education placement.
d.
Monitor students’ social and academic progress in the general classroom setting.
e.
Understand individual student needs and plan appropriate interventions in the school.
f.
Provide multidisciplinary consultation to school personnel regarding the needs o f individual students.
g.
Coordinate specialized counseling groups or other programs for students “at-risk”.
h.
Help identify common student needs and assist in planning school-wide preventative programs and procedures.
i.
Other (Please indicate the school-based team goals that are extremely important to you yet are not listed above):
Q22. Based on your experience with school teams, please indicate how frequently each o f the following types o f recommendations
has been made in the 2004/2005 school year (to date). 1 indicates “not at all” and 5 indicates “very often” .
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
gh.
i.
jk.
1.

m.
n.
0.

P-

qr.
s.
t.
u.
V.

w.
X.

y-

Specific curriculum modifications (teaching strategies, group activities, expanded opportunities, projects).
Specific consequences for misbehavior
Consultation about the classroom environment
Consultation about resource materials
Class profiles
Classroom observations
Involvement of curriculum consultants
Consultation with parents
Involvement with translators/interpreters
Monitor effectiveness o f program modifications/interventions
Family counseling
Individual counseling
Psychological involvement
Social Work involvement
E.S.L consultation for programming
Referral for assessment (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language pathologists)
Referral to community services (medical issues, counseling issues, welfare issues, legal issues)
Request for written information from external agencies
Consultation with external agencies
Interviews with families
Referral to IPRC
Reporting abuse
Tragic events support
Mentoring programs/transition issues
Review of school team process and activities

Q23. What topics/issues related to the functioning o f school teams would you like future professional development sessions to
address?
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NO SCHOOL-BASED TEAM
Only complete this section if you do not have a school-based special education team. Otherwise go to question 30.
Q24. Would you like the school to have a school-based special education team? Yes / No
(Note: School-based special education teams can be either formal or informal and comprise a group o f professionals who meet to
develop programming and discuss various issues surrounding the delivery o f services to students with exceptionalities.)
If “Yes”, please explain and then continue to question 25. If “No”, please skip to question 30.
Q25. Would you be willing to be a member o f a school-based special education team? Yes / No
Q26. If the school was to have a team, who should the members be?
a.
Principal and/or vice-principal
b.
Special education teacher
c.
Classroom teacher
d.
Educational assistant
e.
Psychologist
f.
Social worker
g.
Behavioral specialist
h.
Speech and language pathologist
i.
Parent
j.
School board special education coordinator
Q27. What should the goals o f the school-based special education team be? (1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Somewhat Disagree
4. Somewhat Agree 5. Agree 6. Strongly Agree)
a.
Facilitate referrals for specialized services (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language
pathologists, educational assistants).
b.
Coordinate the work o f school team members.
c.
Monitor referrals for special education placement.
d.
Monitor students’ social and academic progress in the general classroom setting.
e.
Understand individual student needs and plan appropriate interventions in the school.

177

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

f.
g.
h.

Provide multidisciplinary consultation to school personnel regarding the needs o f individual students.
Coordinate specialized counseling groups or other programs for students “at-risk”.
Help identify common student needs and assist in planning school-wide preventative programs and procedures.

Q28. From your perspective what would be the potential benefits to having a school-based special education team?
Q29. From your perspective what would be the potential disadvantages to having a school-based special education team?
A D M IN ISTRA TIV E STY LE
Please answer the following questions using the key below.
Never...
Sometimes...
Often...
Always...

N
S
O
A

Q30. To what degree do y o u ...
a.
Have shared decision-making with your staff
b.
Lead by example
c.
Promote an inclusive environment
d.
Promote active learning communities
e.
Use reflective practices
f.
Promote change
Create time and opportunities for disclosure
gh.
Promote and communicate your vision
i.
Promote teaming and collaboration
Involve parents in decision-making as partners in education
jk.
Strike a balance between instructional leadership
and management tasks
1.
'Promote professional development opportunities
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N
N
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s
s
s
s
s
s
s

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
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S
S
S

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

m.
n.

Develop professional opportunities for your staff
Have a vision that integrates both special and
general education

N
N

S
S

O
O

A
A

THE ADMINISTRATOR’S ROLE
For the following questions, please circle the best answer from the following:
Strongly Agree.............
6
Agree...............................
5
Somewhat A g re e
4
Somewhat Disagree.................3
Disagree.........................
2
Strongly Disagree
1

Q 31.

My behavior towards staff is supportive and encouraging.

Q32.

I enforce school rules for student conduct.

Q33.

I have a vision for educating students with exceptionalities and communicate it to the staff.

Q34.

In this school, I recognize staff members for a job well done.

Q35. When problems arise, I offer support and assistance to help resolve the issue.
Q36.

I am comfortable interacting with students with exceptionalities.

Q37.

I feel every staff member is an integral part o f the school staff.

Q38.

I play a critical role in decision-making regarding matters in special education.
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Q39. I am knowledgeable in matters o f special education.
Q40. I promote an inclusive environment in the school.
Q41.

I provide special education professional development opportunities to staff.

Q42. I promote collaboration and teamwork between general and special educators.
Q43. I create opportunities for general and special educators to collaborate and develop student IEPs.

Please answer the following questions using the key below.
N ever...
Sometimes...
Often...
A lways...
Q44.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
gh.
i.

N
S
O
A

As the administrator, I can be relied upon to:
Help develop IEPs
Meet with parents o f children with exceptionalities
Provide assistance with administrative policies
Participate as an active member of the school-based special education team
Arrange for additional support staff when required
Handle behavioral issues o f students with exceptionalities
Disseminate important special education information from the school board
Support new initiatives developed by the special education teacher/special education team
Take into consideration the needs o f students with exceptionalities when planning school events
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s
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0
0
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A
A
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A
A
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COLLABORATION
Q45. There is a cooperative atmosphere at my school.
Q46. Classroom teachers work collaboratively with the special education teacher to develop student IEPs.
Q47. Classroom teachers take responsibility for the students with exceptionalities in their classroom.
Q48. Parental input is a valuable resource when creating student IEPs.
Q49. Parents play an active role in the development o f their child’s IEP.
Q50. Parents contribute to the implementation o f their child’s IEP.
Q 51. I feel comfortable when collaborating with classroom teachers.
Q52. Educational assistants collaborate with the general educators to develop a student’s IEP.
Q53. Educational assistants play an instrumental role in delivering curriculum to students with exceptionalities.
Q54. Educational assistants collaborate with the special educators to develop a student’s IEP.
Q55. There is adequate time to collaborate with classroom and special education teachers.
Q56. The classroom teacher and the special education teacher participate equally in the collaboration and teaming process.
Q57. Classroom teachers implement the goals and strategies stated in the student IEP.
Q58. Classroom teachers evaluate identified students based on the goals o f the IEP.
Q59. There is a direct link between collaboration in the development o f a student’s IEP and differentiated instruction.
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Q60. There is a direct link between collaboration and the success o f students with exceptionalities.
Q61. There is a direct link between the development of a student’s IEP and the success of the student with exceptionalities.

STUDENT SUCCESS
Q62.

Classroom teachers are adequately prepared to work with students with exceptionalities.

Q63.

Special education teachers are adequately prepared to work with students with exceptionalities.

Q64. I feel student needs are being adequately met.
Q65.

I feel that the inclusive school/classroom is the best placement for students with exceptionalities.

Q66.

I feel that the students with exceptionalities in my school are making social gains.

Q67. I feel that the students with exceptionalities in my school are making academic gains.
Q68. There should be higher academic expectations for students with exceptionalities.
Q69.

I feel that the teachers are adequately involved in the collaborative process contributing to their students’ success.

Q70.

Students with exceptionalities do not appear to be happy at my school.

Q71.

Students with exceptionalities are accepted by their peers.

Q72. Paperwork is reasonable for classroom teachers and special education teachers.
Q73. Students bully and/or tease the students with exceptionalities at my school.
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Q74. The students with exceptionalities often complain that the work is too hard.
Q75. Parents report satisfaction with their child’s progress.
Q76. Classroom teachers report satisfaction with the progress made by their students with exceptionalities.
Q77.

Describe how service delivery to students with exceptionalities could be improved in your school.

Q78. Would you prefer that the services provided to students with exceptionalities be done with or without collaborating with other
stakeholders (classroom teacher, principal/vice-principal, educational assistants, support personnel, parents). Please explain your
answer.
Q79. If you have additional comments regarding the effectiveness o f the services provided to students with exceptionalities or the
collaborative process used to meet their needs, please use the space below to record your response.

Thank you for participating in this survey. Your contribution to this research is appreciated. A copy o f the results will be available at
the board office upon completion o f the study.
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STAKEHOLDERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF EFFECTIVENESS SURVEY
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
Q l. Gender: Male / Female
Q2. Please check all that apply.
Bachelor of Arts/Science Degree:
Bachelor o f Education Degree:
Master’s Degree (please specify):
Doctoral Degree (please specify):
Other (Please Specify):
Q3. Additional Basic Qualifications
Special Education Part 1:
Special Education Part 2:
Special Education Part 3 (Specialist):
Other ABQ courses (please specify):
Others (Training lasting at least one week in length resulting in a diploma or certification):
Q4. How many years o f teaching experience do you have?
Q5. How many total years of experience do you have as a special education teacher?
Q6. In the 2004/2005 school year, are you working full-time or half-time? Full-time / Half-time
Q7. How many students attend your school?
Q8. How many students attending your school have an Individual Education Program (IEP) and/or have been formally identified
through the Identification, Placement and Review Committee (IPRC)?
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Q9. How many special education teacher positions do you have in your school?
Q10. How many educational assistant positions do you have in your school?
Q 11.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

In what setting are student needs usually met?
Regular classroom
Resource room
A Life Skills classroom
Both Regular Classroom and Resource Room
Other (please specify)

Q12. How are services provided to the students with exceptionalities in your school?
a.
A formal school-based special education team (a fixed school-based team o f teachers, special educators and support staff that
meet regularly to develop programming for students with exceptionalities)
b.
An informal school-based special education team (members o f the school-based special education team change depending on
the student and his/her needs)
c.
There is no team. The special education teacher works alone.
d.
There is no team. The classroom teacher works alone.

THE SCHOOL-BASED TEAM
Q13. If you have a formal/informal special education team, who are the members o f the team:
a.
Principal and/or vice-principal
b.
Special education teacher
c.
Classroom teacher
d.
Educational assistant
e.
Psychologist
f.
Social worker
g.
Behavioral specialist
h.
Speech and language pathologist
i.
Parent
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j.
k.

Student
Other (please specify)

Q14. Have you in the past, or do you now participate as a member of a school-based special education team? Yes/No
If yes, how many years o f experience do you have?
Q15. Approximately how often have the school team met in the 2004/2005 school year?
a.
Daily
b.
Weekly
c.
Bi-weekly
d.
Monthly
e.
Once each term
f.
On an “as needs” basis
Q16. In a typical team meeting, estimate the percentage o f time allotted for discussion of:
a. Individual students
0%
50-60%
70-80%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
b. Classroom Issues
50-60%
70-80%
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
c. Team Issues
50-60%
70-80%
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
d. Groups o f Students
50-60%
70-80%
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
e. School Issues
50-60%
70-80%
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
f. Other
50-60%
70-80%
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
If you have indicated “other”, please specify:

90-100%
90-100%
90-100%
90-100%
90-100%
90-100%

Q17. Estimate the number o f students who are discussed by the school team throughout the year.
Q18. Please estimate the percentage o f students that would be discussed on more than one occasion.
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
90-100%
Q19. Please estimate the percentage of students discussed by the team in the 2004/2005 school year who were recommended for:
a. Psychological assessments
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
90-100%
b. IPRC
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
90-100%
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Q20. Please rate the following school-based team goals in terms of the personal importance you attribute to each.
l=N ot Important
2=Somewhat Important
3=Important
4=Extremely Important
I feel it’s important to:
a.
Facilitate referrals for specialized services (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language
pathologists, educational assistants).
b.
Have the leader o f the team coordinate the work of school team members.
c.
Monitor referrals for special education placement.
d.
Monitor students’ social and academic progress in the general classroom setting.
e.
Understand individual student needs and plan appropriate interventions in the school.
f.
Provide multidisciplinary consultation to school personnel regarding the needs o f individual students.
g.
Coordinate specialized counseling groups or other programs for students “at-risk”.
h.
Help identify common student needs and assist in planning school-wide preventative programs and procedures.
Q21. Based on your experience with school teams, please indicate how frequently each o f the following types o f recommendations
has been made in the 2004/2005 school year (to date). 1 indicates “not at all” and 5 indicates “very often”.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
1.
m.

Specific curriculum modifications (teaching strategies, group activities, expanded opportunities, projects).
Specific consequences for misbehavior
Consultation about the classroom environment
Consultation about resource materials
Class profiles
Classroom observations
Involvement o f curriculum consultants
Consultation with parents
Involvement with translators/interpreters
Monitor effectiveness o f program modifications/interventions
Family counseling
Individual counseling
Psychological involvement

187

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

n.
o.
P-

qr.
s.
t.
u.
V.

w.
X.

y-

Social Work involvement
E.S.L consultation for programming
Referral for assessment (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language pathologists)
Referral to community services (medical issues, counseling issues, welfare issues, legal issues)
Request for written information from external agencies
Consultation with external agencies
Interviews with families
Referral to IPRC
Reporting abuse
Tragic events support
Mentoring programs/transition issues
Review of school team process and activities

Q22. What topics/issues related to the functioning o f school teams would you like future professional development sessions to
address?

NO SCHOOL-BASED TEAM
Only complete the section if you do not have a school-based special education team, otherwise go to question 28.
Q23. Would you like the school to have a school-based special education team? Yes / No
(Note: School-based special education teams can be either formal or informal and comprise a group of professionals who meet to
develop programming and discuss various issues surrounding the delivery o f services to students with exceptionalities.)
If “Yes”, please explain and then continue to question 24. If “No”, please skip to question 28.
Q24. If the school was to have a team, who should the members be?
a.
Principal and/or vice-principal
b.
Special education teacher
c.
Classroom teacher
d.
Educational assistant
e.
Psychologist

188

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

Social worker
Behavioral specialist
Speech and language pathologist
Parent
School board special education coordinator

Q25. What should the goals o f a school-based special education team be? (1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Somewhat disagree 4.
Somewhat Agree 5. Agree 6. Strongly Agree)
a.
b.
c.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Facilitate referrals for specialized services (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language
pathologists, educational assistants).
Coordinate the work o f school team members.
Monitor referrals for special education placement.
Monitor students’ social and academic progress in the general classroom setting.
Understand individual student needs and plan appropriate interventions in the school.
Provide multidisciplinary consultation to school personnel regarding the needs o f individual students.
Coordinate specialized counseling groups or other programs for students “at-risk”.
Help identify common student needs and assist in planning school-wide preventative programs and procedures.

Q26. From your perspective what would be the potential benefits to having a school-based special education team?
Q27. From your perspective what would be the potential disadvantages to having a school-based special education team?

THE SPECIAL EDUCATOR’S ROLE
For the following questions, please circle the best answer from the following:
Strongly Agree...................
Agree....................................
Somewhat A g re e
Somewhat Disagree...

6
5
4
3
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Disagree.........................
Strongly Disagree

2
1

Q28. There are enough support services (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language pathologists,
educational assistants) to meet the needs o f the identified students in my school.
Q29. I feel identified students are better served when they are pulled out o f their classroom and needs are met in a resource room.
Q30. I feel identified students should be taught in a special classroom for students with similar abilities.
Q 31. Co-teaching is an effective means to delivering special education services to an entire classroom o f students.
Q32. I am able to provide the required services and academic programming required for the success o f students with
exceptionalities.
Q33. I am satisfied with the amount o f support I am able to deliver to students with exceptionalities.
Q34. Paperwork requirements in special education are reasonable.
Q35. Student caseloads are overwhelming.
Q36. Too much time is spent meeting with support personnel (social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language
pathologists, psychologists, educational assistants).
Q37. There is a reasonable balance between serving students with exceptionalities and administrative duties.
Q38. I feel satisfied in my role as a special education teacher.
Q39. The roles o f the in-school special education team are clearly defined.
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Q40. I have adequate resources and materials to provide support services to students with exceptionalities.
Q41. I have access to professional development opportunities throughout the school year.
Q42. I have access to professional literature (books, magazines) to use as a resource throughout the school year.

COLLABORATION
Q43. There is a cooperative atmosphere at my school.
Q44. Classroom teachers work collaboratively with the special education teacher to develop student IEPs.
Q45. Classroom teachers take responsibility for the students with exceptionalities in their classroom.
Q46. Parental input is a valuable resource when creating student IEPs.
Q47. Parents play an active role in the development o f their child’s IEP.
Q48. Parents contribute to the implementation o f their child’s IEP.
Q49. I feel comfortable when collaborating with classroom teachers.
Q50. Educational assistants collaborate with the general educators to develop a student’s IEP.
Q 51.

Educational assistants play an instrumental role in delivering curriculum to students with exceptionalities.

Q52.

Educational assistants collaborate with the special educators to develop a student’s IEP.

Q53.

There is adequate time to collaborate with classroom teachers.

Q54.

The classroom teacher and the special education teacher participate equally in the collaboration and teaming process.
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Q55.

Classroom teachers implement the goals and strategies stated in the student IEP.

Q56.

Classroom teachers evaluate identified students based on the goals o f the IEP.

Q57.

There is a direct link between collaboration in the development o f a student’s IEP and differentiated instruction.

Q58.

There is a direct link between collaboration and the success o f students with exceptionalities.

Q59.

There is a direct link between the development o f a student’s IEP and the success of the student with exceptionalities.

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT
Q60.

The principal/vice-principal enforces school rules for student conduct.

Q61. In this school, staff members are recognized for a job well done.
Q62. When problems arise, the principal/vice-principal offers support and assistance to help resolve the issue.
Q63. The principal/vice-principal interacts positively with students with exceptionalities.
Q64. The principal/vice-principal feels you are an integral part o f the school staff.
Q65.

The principal/vice-principal plays a critical role in decision-making regarding matters in special education.

Q66. The principal/vice-principal is knowledgeable in matters o f special education.
Q67. The principal/vice-principal promotes an inclusive environment in the school.
Q68.

The principal/vice-principal provides special education professional development opportunities to staff.
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Q69.

The principal/vice-principal promotes collaboration and teamwork between general and special educators.

Q70.

The principal/vice-principal creates opportunities for general and special educators to collaborate and develop student IEPs.

Please answer the following question using the key below.
N ever...
Sometimes...
Often...
Always...
Q 71.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
gh.
i.

N
S
O
A

I can count on the principal/vice-principal to:
Help develop IEPs
Meet with parents o f children with exceptionalities
Provide assistance with administrative policies
Participate as an active member o f the school-based special education team
Arrange for additional support staff when required
Handle behavioral issues o f students with exceptionalities
Disseminate important special education information from the school board
Support new initiatives developed by the special education teacher/special education team
Take into consideration the needs o f students with exceptionalities when planning school events

STUDENT SUCCESS
Q72. Classroom teachers are adequately prepared to work with students with exceptionalities.
Q73. I feel student needs are being adequately met.
Q74. I feel that the inclusive school/classroom is the best placement for students with exceptionalities.
Q75. I feel that the students with exceptionalities in my school are making social gains.
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N
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S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
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Q76. I feel that the students with exceptionalities in my school are making academic gains.
Q77. There should be higher academic expectations for students with exceptionalities.
Q78. I feel that the teachers are adequately involved in the collaborative process contributing to their students’ success.
Q79. Students with exceptionalities do not appear to be happy at my school.
Q80. Students with exceptionalities are accepted by their peers.
Q 81. Students bully and/or tease the students with exceptionalities at my school.
Q82. The students with exceptionalities often complain that the work is too hard.
Q83. Parents report satisfaction with their child’s progress.
Q84. Classroom teachers report satisfaction with the progress made by their students with exceptionalities.
Q85. Describe how service delivery to students with exceptionalities could be improved in your school.
Q86. Would you prefer to develop IEPs and provide services to students with exceptionalities with or without collaborating with
other stakeholders (classroom teacher, principal/vice-principal, educational assistants, support personnel, parents). Please explain
your answer.
Q87. If you have additional comments regarding the effectiveness o f the services provided to students with exceptionalities or the
collaborative process used to meet their needs, please use the space below to record your response.
Thank you for participating in this survey. Your contribution to this research is appreciated. A copy o f the results will be available at
the board office upon completion of the study.
Teacher Survey
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STAKEHOLDERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF EFFECTIVENESS SURVEY
CLASSROOM TEACHERS
Q l. Gender: Male / Female
Q2. Please check all that apply.
Bachelor o f Arts/Science Degree:
Bachelor o f Education Degree:
Master’s Degree (please specify):
Doctoral Degree (please specify):
Other (Please Specify):
Q3. Additional Basic Qualifications
Special Education Part 1:
Special Education Part 2:
Special Education Part 3 (Specialist):
Other ABQ courses (please specify):
Others (Training lasting at least one week in length resulting in a diploma or certification):
Q4. How many years o f teaching experience do you have?
Q5. Do you have experience as a special education teacher? Yes/No
Q6. How many years did you work as a special education teacher?
0
1 year
2-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
1 6 + years
Q7. If you had experience teaching as a special educator, please explain the reason for changing positions to a classroom teacher.
Q8. What grade do you teach this year?
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Q9. How many students do you have in your class this year?
Q10. How many students in your 2004/2005 class have an Individual Education Program (IEP) and/or have been formally identified
through the Identification, Placement and Review Committee (IPRC)?
Q 11. How many special education teacher positions do you have in your school?
Q12. How many educational assistant positions do you have in your school?
Q13. Do you have an educational assistant in your classroom this year?
Q14. In what setting are student needs usually met?
a.
Regular classroom
b.
Resource room
c.
A Life Skills classroom
d.
Both Regular Classroom and Resource Room
e.
Other (please specify)
Q15. How are services provided to the students with exceptionalities in your school?
a.
A formal school-based special education team (a fixed school-based team o f teachers, special educators and support staff that
meet regularly to develop programming for students with exceptionalities)
b.
An informal school-based special education team (members o f the school-based special education team change depending on
the student and his/her needs)
c.
There is no team. The special education teacher works alone.
d.
There is no team. The classroom teacher works alone.

THE SCHOOL-BASED TEAM
Q16. If you have a formal/informal special education team, who are the members o f the team:
a.
Principal and/or vice-principal
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b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.

Special education teacher
Classroom teacher
Educational assistant
Psychologist
Social worker
Behavioral specialist
Speech and language pathologist
Parent
Student
Other (please specify)

Q17. Have you in the past, or do you now participate as a member o f a school-based special education team? Yes/No
If yes, how many years o f experience do you have?
Q18. Approximately how often have the school team met in the 2004/2005 school year?
a.
Daily
b.
Weekly
c.
Bi-weekly
d.
Monthly
e.
Once each term
f.
On an “as needs” basis
Q19. In a typical team meeting, estimate the percentage o f time allotted for discussion of:
a. Individual students
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
b. Classroom Issues
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
c. Team Issues
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
d. Groups of Students
0%
1-9% 10-20%
50-60%
30-40%
70-80%
e. School Issues
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
f. Other
0%
50-60%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
70-80%
If you have indicated “other”, please specify:
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Q20. Estimate the number o f students who are discussed by the school team throughout the year.
Q 21. Please estimate the percentage of students that would be discussed on more than one occasion.
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
90-100%
Q22. Please estimate the percentage of students discussed by the team in the 2004/2005 school year who were recommended for:
a. Psychological assessments
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
90-100%
b. IPRC
0%
1-9% 10-20%
30-40%
50-60%
70-80%
90-100%
Q23. Please rate the following school-based team goals in terms o f the personal importance you attribute to each.
l=N ot Important
2=Somewhat Important
3=Important
4=Extremely Important
I feel it’s important to:
a.
Facilitate referrals for specialized services (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language
pathologists, educational assistants).
b.
Flave the leader o f the team coordinate the work o f school team members.
c.
Monitor referrals for special education placement.
d.
Monitor students’ social and academic progress in the general classroom setting.
e.
Understand individual student needs and plan appropriate interventions in the school.
f.
Provide multidisciplinary consultation to school personnel regarding the needs o f individual students.
g.
Coordinate specialized counseling groups or other programs for students “at-risk”.
h.
Help identify common student needs and assist in planning school-wide preventative programs and procedures.
Q24. Based on your experience with school teams, please indicate how frequently each o f the following types o f recommendations
has been made in the 2004/2005 school year (to date). 1 indicates “not at all” and 5 indicates “very often”.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Specific curriculum modifications (teaching strategies, group activities, expanded opportunities, projects).
Specific consequences for misbehavior
Consultation about the classroom environment
Consultation about resource materials
Class profiles
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f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
1.
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.
r.
s.
t.
u.
v.
w.
x.
y.

Classroom observations
Involvement of curriculum consultants
Consultation with parents
Involvement with translators/interpreters
Monitor effectiveness of program modifications/interventions
Family counseling
Individual counseling
Psychological involvement
Social Work involvement
E.S.L consultation for programming
Referral for assessment (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language pathologists)
Referral to community services (medical issues, counseling issues, welfare issues, legal issues)
Request for written information from external agencies
Consultation with external agencies
Interviews with families
Referral to IPRC
Reporting abuse
Tragic events support
Mentoring programs/transition issues
Review o f school team process and activities

Q25. What topics/issues related to the functioning o f school teams would you like future professional development sessions to
address?

NO SCHOOL-BASED TEAM
Only complete the section if you do not have a school-based special education team, otherwise go to question 32.
Q26. Would you like the school to have a school-based special education team? Yes / No
(Note: School-based special education teams can be either formal or informal and comprise a group o f professionals who meet to
develop programming and discuss various issues surrounding the delivery o f services to students with exceptionalities.)
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If “Yes”, please explain and then continue to question 27. If “No”, please skip to question 32.
Q27. Would you be willing to be a member o f a school-based special education team? Yes/No
Q28. If the school was to have a team, who should the members be?
a.
Principal and/or vice-principal
b.
Special education teacher
c.
Classroom teacher
d.
Educational assistant
e.
Psychologist
f.
Social worker
g.
Behavioral specialist
h.
Speech and language pathologist
i.
Parent
j.
School board special education coordinator
Q29. What should the goals o f a school-based special education team be? (1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Somewhat disagree 4.
Somewhat Agree 5. Agree 6. Strongly Agree)
a.
b.
c.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Facilitate referrals for specialized services (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language
pathologists, educational assistants).
Coordinate the work o f school team members.
Monitor referrals for special education placement.
Monitor students’ social and academic progress in the generalclassroom setting.
Understand individual student needs and plan appropriate interventions in the school.
Provide multidisciplinary consultation to school personnel regarding the needs o f individual students.
Coordinate specialized counseling groups or other programsfor students “at-risk”.
Help identify common student needs and assist in planning school-wide preventative programs and procedures.

Q30. From your perspective what would be the potential benefits to having a school-based special education team?
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Q 31. From your perspective what would be the potential disadvantages to having a school-based special education team?

THE CLASSROOM TEACHER’S ROLE
For the following questions, please circle the best answer from the following:
Strongly Agree.............
Agree..............................
Somewhat A g re e
Somewhat Disagree
Disagree.........................
Strongly Disagree

6
5
4
3
2
1

Q32. I deliver instruction in a way that benefits students with and without special needs.
Q33. I believe that students with exceptionalities grow more academically than socially in my classroom.
Q34. I am satisfied with the amount of academic and social support I am able to deliver to students with exceptionalities.
Q35. My opinion about inclusion varies depending on the nature and severity o f a disability.
Q36. I am satisfied with the special education services provided to students with exceptionalities.
Q37. There are a variety o f services available to students with exceptionalities in my school.
Q38. I feel frustrated that students are being denied services because they don’t meet ministry criteria.
Q39. I am not provided adequate training to serve the student with exceptionalities in my classroom.
Q40. I engage in co-teaching with the special education teacher.
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Q41. There are enough support services (psychologists, social workers, behavioral specialists, speech and language
pathologists, educational assistants) to meet the needs o f the identified students in my school.
Q42. The paperwork required o f a classroom teacher is reasonable.
Q43. The workload o f a classroom teacher is reasonable.
Q44. There is a reasonable balance between serving students with exceptionalities and effective instruction o f all students.
Q45. I feel fulfilled in my role as a classroom teacher.
Q46. I do not feel I should have primary responsibility for the students with exceptionalities in my classroom.
Q47.

I feel there are more behavior problems in my classroom because o f the students with exceptionalities.

Q48.

I feel well supported by the special education teacher in my school.

Q49.

I have adequate resources to provide support services to students with exceptionalities.

COLLABORATION
Q50. I collaborate with parents in the development o f the child’s IEP.
Q 51. There is a cooperative atmosphere at my school.
Q52. Classroom teachers work collaboratively with the special education teacher to develop student IEPs.
Q53. Classroom teachers take responsibility for the students with exceptionalities in their classroom.
Q54. Parental input is a valuable resource when creating student IEPs.
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Q55. Parents play an active role in the development o f their child’s IEP.
Q56. Parents contribute to the implementation o f their child’s IEP.
Q57.

I feel comfortable when collaborating with classroom teachers.

Q58. Educational assistants collaborate with the general educators to develop a student’s IEP.
Q59.

Educational assistants play an instrumental role in delivering curriculum to students with exceptionalities.

Q60.

Educational assistants collaborate with the special educators to develop a student’s IEP.

Q61. There is adequate time for classroom and special education teachers to collaborate.
Q62.

The classroom teacher and the special education teacher participate equally in the collaboration and teaming process.

Q63.

Classroom teachers implement the goals and strategies stated in the student IEP.

Q64. Classroom teachers evaluate identified students based on the goals of the IEP.
Q65. There is a direct link between collaboration in the development o f a student’s IEP and differentiated instruction.
Q66. There is a direct link between collaboration and the success o f students with exceptionalities.
Q67. There is a direct link between the development o f a student’s IEP and the success o f the student with exceptionalities.

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT
Q68. The principal/vice-principal enforces school rules for student conduct.
Q69. The principal/vice-principal has a vision for educating students with exceptionalities and has communicated it to the staff.
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Q70. In this school, staff members are recognized for a job well done.
Q71. When problems arise, the principal/vice-principal offers support and assistance to help resolve the

issue.

Q72. The principal/vice-principal interacts positively with students with exceptionalities.
Q73. I feel I am an integral part o f the school staff.
Q74.

The principal/vice-principal plays a critical role in decision-making regarding matters in special education.

Q75. The principal/vice-principal is knowledgeable in matters o f special education.
Q76. The principal/vice-principal promotes an inclusive environment in the school.
Q77. The principal/vice-principal provides special education professional development opportunities to

staff.

Q78. The principal/vice-principal promotes collaboration and teamwork between general and special educators.
Q79.

The principal/vice-principal creates opportunities for general and special educators to collaborate and develop student IEPs.

Please answer the following questions using the key below.
N ever...
Sometimes...
Often...
Always...

N
S
O
A

Q80. I can count on the principal/vice-principal to:
a.
Help develop IEPs
b.
Meet with parents o f children with exceptionalities

N
N
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c.
d.
e.
f.
gh.
i.

Provide assistance with administrative policies
Participate as an active member o f the school-based special education team
Arrange for additional support staff when required
Handle behavioral issues o f students with exceptionalities
Disseminate important special education information from the school board
Support new initiatives developed by the special education teacher/special education team
Take into consideration the needs o f students with exceptionalities when planning school events

N
N
N
N
N
N
N

S
S

s
s
s
s
s

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

A
A
A
A
A
A
A

STUDENT SUCCESS
Q 81.

Classroom teachers are adequately prepared to work with students with exceptionalities.

Q82.

I feel student needs are being adequately met.

Q83.

I feel that the inclusive school/classroom is the best placement for students with exceptionalities.

Q84.

I feel that the students with exceptionalities in my school are making social gains.

Q85. I feel that the students with exceptionalities in my school are making academic gains.
Q86. There should be higher academic expectations for students with exceptionalities.
Q87.

I feel that general education teachers are adequately involved in the collaborative process contributing to students’ success.

Q88. Students with exceptionalities do not appear to be happy at my school.
Q89. Students with exceptionalities are accepted by their peers.
Q90. Students bully and/or tease the students with exceptionalities at my school.
Q91. The students with exceptionalities often complain that the work is too hard.
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Q92. Parents report satisfaction with their child’s progress.
Q93. I am satisfied with the progress made by the students with exceptionalities in my classroom.
Q94.

Describe how service delivery to students with exceptionalities could be improved in your school.

Q95. Would you prefer to develop IEPs and provide services to students with exceptionalities with or without collaborating with
other stakeholders (classroom teacher, principal/vice-principal, educational assistants, support personnel, parents). Please explain
your answer.
Q96. If you have additional comments regarding the effectiveness o f the services provided to students with exceptionalities or the
collaborative process used to meet their needs, please use the space below to record your response.
Thank you for participating in this survey. Your contribution to this research is appreciated. A copy o f the results will be available at
the board office upon completion o f the study.
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APPENDIX C

U N I V E R S I T Y

O F

WINDSOR
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
Dear Participant,
You are asked to participate in a research study conducted by Lisa Boudreau,
from the Faculty of Education at the University o f Windsor. The results o f this research
project contribute to the partial fulfilment o f the requirements for the degree o f Master of
Education at the University o f Windsor. Consent from both the University o f W indsor’s
Research Ethics Board and the Research Committee o f the Windsor-Essex Catholic
District School Board have been obtained. The purpose of the current study is to
examine the various school-based service delivery models to students with
exceptionalities that exist in Windsor-Essex Catholic District School Board and to
identify the perceived effectiveness o f these models by the key educators: the special
education teacher, the classroom teacher, and the school principal or vice-principal.
If you volunteer to participate in this study, I would ask you to do the following
things: 1) read this letter o f information carefully; 2) record your username and password;
3) open the link to the electronic survey and save it to your computer; 4) complete the
survey on-line, reading each question carefully and responding with your most accurate
answer. Note that you do not have to complete the survey at one time. You may use
your password to gain entry to the survey as many times as you need to complete it.
Upon completion o f the survey, simply click “completed” at the end o f the survey and
your information will automatically be saved to an electronic database that is only
accessible to the student investigator and her advisor. The survey should take
approximately 40 minutes to complete. You will require a computer with Internet access
and access to your school board’s intranet system.
There are no foreseeable risks associated with your participation in the study.
You may withdraw your participation at any time without consequences o f any kind.
You may also refuse to answer any questions you don’t want to answer and still remain in
the study. Your name and place o f work is not required for this project. Therefore you
will remain anonymous. Information gathered for the research project is stored
automatically in an electronic database. Please know that the information gathered may
be used for future studies in this area or for an expanded version o f this project after the
thesis defence (May 2005).
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If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel to contact
Dr. E. Starr, from the Faculty o f Education at the University o f Windsor. Dr. Starr can be
contacted at the Faculty o f Education, (519) 253-3000 ext. 3836.
The student
investigator (Lisa Boudreau) can also be contacted at work (519) 735-3303 or at home
(519) 734-6829. This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the
University o f Windsor Research Ethics Board. If you have questions regarding your
rights as a research subject, contact the Research Ethics Coordinator at 519-253-3000,
ext. 3916 or E-mail: lbunn@,uwindsor.ca A copy o f the results will be made available to
the participating school board upon completion o f the study. You are also able to access
the results by visiting www.uwindsor.ca/REB Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Lisa Boudreau
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APPENDIX D

U N I V E R S I T Y

O F

WINDSOR
LETTER OF PERMISSION TO THE ETHICS COMMITTEE
November 1,2004
Research Ethics Coordinator
Office o f Research Services
Chrysler Hall Tower, Room 309
Windsor, Ontario
N9B 3P4
Dear Sir/Madame,
As a graduate student in the Faculty o f Education, approval is being requested
from the Ethics Committee to conduct a research project. The project will act as a partial
fulfillment o f the requirements for the degree o f Masters o f Education. The research to
be conducted will examine the perceived effectiveness o f school-based special education
services by the key stakeholders: the principal, the general educator and the special
educator.
The proposed study will involve the administration o f an electronic survey.
Depending on the stakeholder, the survey will include questions concerning the
following: demographic information, the method used to deliver services to students with
special needs (a school team, no school team, informal meetings, a classroom teacher or a
special education teacher left on his or her own), the perceived effectiveness o f the
services offered, the perceived effectiveness o f inclusion, communication between the
school and home, the effectiveness o f parent consultation, the perceived effectiveness o f
student achievement, and the perceived amount o f support for teachers and administrators
in the working environment. The questionnaire will be sent electronically to the stated
stakeholders of the Windsor-Essex Catholic District School Board. The results o f this
study may suggest key characteristics o f service delivery models that will render greater
academic and social successes for students with exceptionalities.
There are no known risks involved in this study. Participation will be completely
voluntary and no remuneration will be offered to participants. No attempt to deceive any
o f the participants will be made. Participants may withdraw from the study any time
prior to the completion o f the data collection. The researcher will guarantee the
anonymity o f each subject, the school they attend and the associated school board. A
copy o f the proposed work has been included.
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Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at home (734-6829)
or at work (735-3303). You may also contact my primary advisor at (253-3000
ext.3836). Thank you for your time and cooperation in this matter.
Sincerely,
Lisa Boudreau
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VITA AUCTORIS
Lisa A. Boudreau was bom in 1974 in Windsor, Ontario. She graduated from Holy
Names High School in 1992 and went on to complete a B.A. in French Literature at the
University o f Windsor in 1995. In 1996, Lisa then completed a B.Ed. at the Faculty o f
Education at the University o f Windsor and also received her Principal’s Qualifications
from the University o f Western Ontario in 2002 and a Specialist certification in Special
Education from Nipissing University in 2004. Lisa completed her M.Ed. in Special
Education at the University o f Windsor in 2006. She is currently working as an
elementary school principal in the Windsor-Essex County Area.
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